Mississippi State University

Scholars Junction
Theses and Dissertations

Theses and Dissertations

5-1-2020

Explaining individual and contextual-level determinants of social
tolerance and the emotional burden of social intolerance
Ismail Hakki Yigit

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarsjunction.msstate.edu/td

Recommended Citation
Yigit, Ismail Hakki, "Explaining individual and contextual-level determinants of social tolerance and the
emotional burden of social intolerance" (2020). Theses and Dissertations. 2154.
https://scholarsjunction.msstate.edu/td/2154

This Dissertation - Open Access is brought to you for free and open access by the Theses and Dissertations at
Scholars Junction. It has been accepted for inclusion in Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of
Scholars Junction. For more information, please contact scholcomm@msstate.libanswers.com.

Template B v4.1 (beta): Created by L. Threet 11/15/19

Explaining individual and contextual-level determinants of social tolerance and the emotional
burden of social intolerance
By
TITLE PAGE
Ismail Hakki Yigit

Approved by:
Lindsey Peterson (Major Professor)
Dustin C. Brown
Margaret L. Ralston
Kecia R. Johnson
Margaret Ann Hagerman (Graduate Coordinator)
Rick Travis (Dean, College of Arts & Sciences)

A Dissertation
Submitted to the Faculty of
Mississippi State University
in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements
for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy
in Sociology
in the College of Arts and Sciences
Mississippi State, Mississippi
May 2020

Copyright by
COPYRIGHT PAGE
Ismail Hakki Yigit
2020

Name: Ismail Hakki Yigit
ABSTRACT
Date of Degree: May 1, 2020
Institution: Mississippi State University
Major Field: Sociology
Major Professor: Lindsey Peterson
Title of Study: Explaining individual and contextual-level determinants of social tolerance and
the emotional burden of social intolerance
Pages in Study: 227
Candidate for Degree of Doctor of Philosophy
Diversity is an inevitable condition of modern societies, in which individuals come into
contact with one another with various backgrounds; such as, race, ethnicity, nationality, sexual
orientation, religion, and ideology. My dissertation answers three questions: what are the
individual characteristics that influence social tolerance of people?’ What are the important
things (education level, economic condition, gender, religiosity, etc.) that hold people in a
society together as well as influence them positively or negatively to report social tolerance
toward religiously different, racially different, sexually different (homosexuals), and nationally
(immigrants) different people? From there, I am also trying to answer, if any, the impact of
social intolerance on people’s overall well-being? And finally, I am attempting to explore the
impact of the socio-historical developments in three societies (United States, Turkey, and South
Africa) on social intolerance attitudes (racism, homophobia, xenophobia, and religious
intolerance) of people?
Previous studies on tolerance have used samples from either one country or a few
countries from a continent. As a result, it remained unclear why some characteristics were
significantly associated with social tolerance. Using the World Values Survey, I analyze the

association between reporting social tolerance within individual and country level contexts.
Additionally, using a historical comparative analysis approach, I explore societal factors that
influence people to report social tolerance toward racially different, immigrants/foreign workers,
homosexuals, and religiously different people in the United States, Turkey, and South Africa. In
my multi-level logistic regression analyses, I find that as educational attainment of individuals’
increases, they are more likely to be socially tolerant toward racially different, immigrant/foreign
workers, homosexuals, and those who practice a different religion. Schooling plays the most
important role on whether individuals will be socially tolerant or intolerant. At the country level,
I find that those who live in highly corrupted countries tend to report lower levels of social
tolerance for all dimensions. My findings show that there is a connection between social
tolerance, as a type of negative emotion, and individuals health outcomes. Also, my findings
show that as social intolerance increases the likelihood of reporting good and very good health
and mental well-being decreases.
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CHAPTER I
AN INTRODUCTION TO TOLERANCE
More than a century ago, Emile Durkheim (1893), focused on societal transformation that
was happening at the end of the 19th century. Durkheim (1893) observed that societies were
moving from primitive mechanical societies to more modern organic societies. He explained the
differentiation between two types of societies with the concept of solidarity (Durkheim 1893). In
short, he wanted to have an answer for a simple question, ‘what holds people together in a
society?’ Durkheim (1893) contended that the similarity in terms of the division of labor among
individuals and the type of work that they were doing held people together in a pre-modern
society. Due to mechanical solidarity, everyone knew each other’s occupation and there was very
little division of labor among individuals in a society. While in modern societies, it was organic
solidarity, that diversified the division of labor, in which individuals were performing specialized
tasks, and consequently holds individuals in a society together (Durkheim 1893).
All countries in the world are somehow living in modern life, as Durkheim (1893)
highlighted that what holds people together in a modern society are their differences / diversity
in terms of the division of labor. As it is clear that diversity is an inevitable condition of a
modern society, individuals come into contact with one another with various backgrounds; such
as, religious diversity, sexual preferences, racial and ethnic diversity, and ideological differences.
Along this line of thought, I am trying to understand why people would like to interact with
some, and not with others. Within a Durkheimian perspective, I am trying to explain social
1

tolerance phenomenon within an individual and societal context. My dissertation builds on
simple questions; ‘what are the individual characteristics that influence the social tolerance of
people in a modern society?’ What are the important things (education level, economic
condition, gender, religiosity, age etc.) that hold people in a society together and as well as
influence them positively or negatively to report social tolerance toward religiously different,
racially different, sexually different (homosexuals), and nationally (immigrants) different
people? From there, I am also trying to answer, if any, the impact of social intolerance on
people’s overall well-being? And finally, I am attempting to explore the impact of sociohistorical developments of three societies (United States, Turkey, and South Africa) on social
intolerance attitudes (racism, homophobia, xenophobia, and religious intolerance) of people.
Tolerance, as a concept, has been studied by political scientists, historians, philosophers,
and sociologists widely. In the past decades political scientists have focused how political
tolerance of communities’ changes and what kind of role that political tolerance plays for a
pluralistic democracy in societies. For example, a regime type of a society influences the
political tolerance level of people; as such, individuals who live in states that have strong
democratic institutions and traditions tend to report a higher level of political tolerance (Nie,
Junn, and Stehlik-Barry 1996). Historians have shed light on the tolerance of people and
societies by looking at the role of various beliefs, particularly in western-European countries,
such as Boswell (1981) examined tolerance studies with a historical perspective by tracing back
to the Middle Ages, when religion was the main mechanism of social organization. Philosophers,
similar to political scientists, John Locke (1659), and Tocqueville, Reeve, and Spencer (1838)
have explained the meaning and paradoxical meanings of tolerant by expressing the importance
of tolerance in liberal democracy and what happens in the absence of it. On the same vein,
2

Andrew Cohen (2004) analyzed the semantic meaning of tolerance, the conceptual analysis of
toleration, and the way in which it differs from ‘toleration’. Finally, the landmark study of
Stouffer (1955), a prominent American sociologist, developed a measurement technique to
explored tolerance level of people in the United States.
Previous studies used Stouffer’s (1955) modified tolerance index to explore tolerance
level of individuals in the United States. In a nutshell, the tolerance index was measuring
political tolerance level of people which allowed researchers to explore whether people support
the civil rights of unpopular groups (predominantly left-wing) and whether respondents allowed
those unpopular groups to practice their rights in a society, hypothetically. Although political
tolerance is an important field to explore, as Vogt (1997:17) highlighted “political tolerance is
fundamental because it is important for winning and maintaining tolerance of other kinds”, it is
mainly at the scope of political science. From a sociological perspective, I argue that people’s
willingness of accepting an out-group member as a neighbor allow sociologists to explore factual
characteristics that play roles on the attitudes of people. Social tolerance is not measuring a
hypothetical condition – whether you would allow minority group members to practice their civil
rights - but measures and explores everyday interaction types among people; such as racism,
xenophobia, homophobia, and belief-oriented conflicts. In other words, while political tolerance
measures an abstract idea of the liberal democracy, social tolerance measures everyday
interactions and people’s willingness to engage with someone of another kind, which holds on
the sociological conundrum.
In academic, political, and social contexts, tolerance (whether political or social) is
considered something positive that maintains good and peaceful relations among individuals
with different religion, culture, and political views (Mill 1929). The globalized world has
3

generated a higher level of mobility, in which many social, ethnic, religious, and political groups
live in societies - heterogeneity. People come to contact with different forms of life in a greater
extend compare to previous centuries. This condition has unique challenges, for instance, the
intersections of different cultures and forms of life may generate conflict between groups and
different segments of society; through ethnic, religious, gender, and racial based competition or
clash. In this sense, tolerance can be a meaningful step away from a simple ignoring and denying
others [stereotyping, teasing, prejudice, discrimination, ostracism, harassment, bullying,
repression, and destruction] to greater extend of all types of segregation, social expulsion, social
rejection, genocide, ethnic cleansing, slavery, and physical violence. To this end, both political
and social tolerance help to decrease xenophobic, homophobic, racist, and all types of social
unrest in societies.
Tolerance studies have been an important field in social sciences. Some scholars have
focused on changes of tolerance attitudes of people over time (Cutler and Kaufman 1975;
Mondak and Sanders 2003; Nunn, Crockett, and Williams 1978; Sullivan, Piereson, and Marcus
1979, 1993; Vogt 1997). Considerable studies have been reported increasing of political or social
tolerance over the last four decades across the globe, especially in the US context (Berggren and
Nilsson 2013; Nunn et al. 1978; Twenge, Carter, and Campbell 2015).
At the individual level, researchers have explored reasons of increasing of tolerance over
time with the contact hypothesis (Allport 1979), education attainment of individuals (Nunn et al.
1978; Stouffer 1955; Vogt 1997), socio-economic status differences (Dima and Dima 2016), and
religion denominations (Altinay, Dagli, and Altınay 2017; Altınoğlu 2017; Beatty and Walter
1984; Eisenstein 2006; Eisenstein, Clark, and Jelen 2017; McClosky and Brill-Scheuer 1983;
Nunn et al. 1978; Smidt and Penning 1982; Wilcox and Jelen 1990). Further, the literature has
4

been expanded by focusing on specific target groups – such as homosexuals (Gibson 1992;
Peffley and Rohrschneider 2003; Stouffer 1955).
At the country level, the role of government (Berggren and Nilsson 2013; Inglehart
1997), economic growth of a country (Berggren and Nilsson 2013; Florida, Mellander, and
Stolarick 2008; Friedman 2005; Gani 2016; Hadler 2012), ethnic and religious fractionalization
(Bangwayo-Skeete and Zikhali 2013; Bangwayo‐Skeete and Zikhali 2011), regime of a country
(Corneo and Jeanne 2009; Dunn and Singh 2014; Inglehart 2005; Nie et al. 1996; Peffley and
Rohrschneider 2003), and religious beliefs/culture (Fletcher and Sergeyev 2002; Grundel and
Maliepaard 2012; Milligan, Andersen, and Brym 2014) have been explored by researchers.
My dissertation on social tolerance differs from previous studies and contributes to
existing literature in four ways. First, I create a dataset that is based upon 57 countries and three
disputed areas by using the World Values Surveys (WVS). This data has six waves; however, in
wave-6, the sample size of this study increases to better represent the population across the globe
(in chapters four and five). The data (WVS) is cross-sectional; therefore, it is collected from
participants across the globe at one point in a time. To this end, the current study does not
explore how people become tolerant or intolerant over a course of time.
Previous studies on tolerance have used a sample of either one country or a few countries
from one continent (Bangwayo‐Skeete and Zikhali 2011; Bangwayo-Skeete and Zikhali 2013;
Berggren and Nilsson 2013; Côté and Erickson 2009; Ho and Chan 2009; Lee 2014; McLaren
2003; Weldon 2006). Generalization of previous studies’ results are problematic, because they
typically use a sample from only a few countries. Based on previous studies, it has remained
unclear why some main determinants – independent variables – have significant association with
social tolerance. Country context matters, therefore the context of each country could be
5

different from one another and thus social tolerance association could be different as well.
Therefore, in my dissertation, I am exploring social tolerance determinants at both the individual
and country levels by using a large number of countries across the globe in my sample. This
multi-level approach enriches the existing literature as well as further develops the tolerance
studies tradition.
Secondly, I conceptualize social tolerance as a multi-dimensional approach in chapter
four, which allows for more fine-grained analysis to explore the different aspects that influence
the social tolerance of people toward target groups. Previous studies have explored social
tolerance phenomena as a combination of multiple factors, however, my approach provides a
nuanced understanding for determinants of social tolerance at both the individual and country
levels by exploring social tolerance toward each targeted group. An additive index of social
tolerance means that each survey item has same meaning for respondents, hence it could be
wrong. For example, it may not have same meaning for a respondent to be a neighbor of
immigrant/foreign workers versus racially different people. Due to the origin of the survey, we
cannot define whether respondents view listed groups as “in-group” or “out-group” members.
Therefore, this multi-dimensional approach contributes a nuanced analysis to identify factors that
are associated with each dimension of social tolerance. Bangwayo-Skeete and Zikhali (2013),
Bangwayo-Skeete and Zikhali (2011) have used this approach, however, they have focused only
on South-American and Sub-Saharan countries.
Thirdly, in my second analysis (chapter five), I explore the health consequences of social
intolerance, therefore, I focus on mental and physical health associations with social intolerance.
This analysis is unique by exploring the association between health and social intolerance.
Scholars have explored the association between the health consequences of being discriminated
6

and prejudiced against; however, few studies explored whether there is a health consequence for
being intolerant or discriminatory. I focus on whether there is an association between those who
discriminate against people (intolerant individuals) racially, religiously, ethnically, and sexually
and mental and physical health outcomes. Thinking about the current environment of intolerance
attitudes across the globe, my analyses in chapter five provides information about the negative
consequences of being social intolerant on people’s overall well-being.
Fourthly, in my sixth chapter, I examine social tolerance trends of three societies (the
United States, Turkey, and South Africa) with a historical-comparative approach. Specifically, I
focus on the impact of historical racial/ethnic relations; income inequality, and; economic
development trends of these three societies on individuals’ social tolerance trends toward racially
different, immigrants/foreign workers, homosexuals, and religiously different people through
conducting all waves of the World Values Surveys.
The following research questions are considered to produce the main components of my
dissertation;
1. What are the individual level factors that influence individuals’ self-declared social
tolerance worldwide?
2. Does social intolerance have both mental and physical health consequences on
individuals?
3. What societal factors influence reporting social tolerance toward racially different,
immigrants/foreign workers, homosexuals, and religiously different people using the
historical-comparative approach in the United States, Turkey, and South Africa?

7

Why it Matters?
It is important to focus on the consequences of being socially intolerant on people’s
overall well-being. This relationship has not been explored by researchers in the field, with the
exception of Hightower (1997) and Inglehart et al. (2013) who discussed associations between
intolerance and happiness in their studies. Social intolerance, which I define as the rejection of
out-group members as neighbors and refusing engagement with those individuals, is a form of
negative emotion. Social intolerance is an attribute of negative emotions. Studies on negative
emotions – such as anger, anxiety, and hostility – showed that negative emotions are highly
associated with cardiovascular heart diseases (Kubzansky and Kawachi 2000). Thus, rejecting
members of a different background as a neighbor – as a form of negative emotion – might have
negative health consequences.
An established body of literature on health exposes the negative effects of intolerance and
discrimination on those who are exposed to it (Gee and Ford 2011; Paradies et al. 2015;
Williams and Mohammed 2009, 2013), they highlighted that those who experienced
discrimination in their life faced a variety of physical and mental health problems, including high
blood pressure, coronary heart problems, low birthweight babies, depression, anxiety, high
mortality, and physical distress. According to Paradies et al. (2015) being exposed to
discrimination negatively affects an individuals’ health outcome through pathways, such as low
access to valued resources and exposed stress. In this case, researchers focused on those who are
exposed to discrimination, intolerant attitudes, racism, and injustices; however, what happens to
those who are performing discrimination and further perpetuate social intolerant attitudes within
this field is less known. This question is the scope of my second analysis.
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Social tolerance – defined as respect to human diversity to various ideas, cultures, and
beliefs – has been studied widely by sociologists, political scientists, and economists. Diversity is
an inevitable condition for modern societies, particularly for developed countries. The relevance
of this study is urgent and clear that without tolerance, there would not be communities that
value diversity, equality, and peace in the world.
This study is important because if factors of social intolerance attitudes at the individual
level are not known, then it would not be possible to focus on the ways in which individuals deal
with social unrest in societies. Recent studies documented the importance of tolerance on the
subjective well-being of people (Inglehart et al. 2013), improves degree of legal protection of
minority groups (Corneo and Jeanne 2009), contribute to stability and harmony in societies (Ho
and Chan 2009; Lee 2014), and creates a more dynamic economy (Florida et al. 2008). As such,
study of Florida et al. (2008) concluded the more tolerant a place is, the more attractive the place
will be especially for entrepreneurial individuals. Florida et al. (2008) highlighted that there was
a significant association between geographic distribution of human capital (education level of
people) and creative class (skilled individuals) people with tolerance. Reardon (1997)
highlighted in his study that as intolerance increases in a society, all social inequalities increase
at the group level as well. Intolerance behaviors creates unequal social systems and institutional
level discrimination across the globe. As described by Reardon (1997), a unequal social system,
discrimination, racism, homophobia, and all types of intolerance attitudes are based on the belief
that one group is superior to another.
Since tolerance is essential and has important positive consequences, it is important to
identify its determinants in both local and global contexts. For example, it is important to teach
new generations about the importance of human diversity, social tolerance, and refusing violence
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and bigotry toward out-group members. It is widely documented that social tolerance promotes
peaceful coexistence within societies (Allport 1979; Corneo and Jeanne 2009; Florida et al.
2008; Nie et al. 1996; Stouffer 1955; Vogt 1997), which affects other parts of a society.
Tolerance does not mean an absence of prejudice (Sullivan et al. 1993). A prejudiced
person does not need to be categorized as intolerant – as long as one recognizes his/her
prejudices and allows the expression of ideas or values toward which she/he is prejudiced.
Discrimination, on the other hand, is associated to intolerance. Wise and Driskell (2017) argued
that to discriminate against a group of people, one must be intolerant towards them. It is expected
that as tolerance increases, discrimination will likely decrease. From this point of view,
discrimination is a byproduct of intolerance; therefore, it is important to promote tolerance
attitudes in societies to reinforce civil discourse.
Road Map of the Study
This study investigates factors that influence the social tolerance of people at both the
contextual and individual levels and, if any, consequences of being socially intolerant on overall
well-being, finally, it explores societal differences among three countries (the US, Turkey, and
South Africa) that impact social tolerance toward racially different, immigrants/foreign workers,
homosexuals, and religiously different people. In the next chapter (chapter two), I provide
existing literature on both political and social tolerance as well as define the concept of
‘tolerance’ and its critics through multiple disciplines, such as political science, sociology,
religion, and philosophy. Driven by the literature, I address the definitions of political and social
tolerance and the ways in which they are operationalized in studies. Then I explore studies that
explain tolerance variations through various theoretical perspectives. I highlight five theoretical

10

views that previous researchers have emphasized; Socialization / Learning hypothesis, Social
Contact, Ethnic Antagonism – Threat theory, Post-materialist theory, and Social Capital theory.
In chapter three – methods, I present information about the operationalization of
tolerance in the literature, datasets that I use throughout the dissertation, and both individual and
country level measures of the study. I highlight discussions on the operationalization of the
tolerance measurement in the literature and different approaches that researchers have taken. I
discuss the analytical strategies of each analysis from chapters four through six.
In chapters four through six, I am presenting the results of my analyses. Specifically, in
chapter four, I explore individual and country level characteristics that influence social tolerance
toward those who have a different race, immigrant/foreign workers, homosexuals, and those who
have another religion with a multi-level analysis.
In chapter five, I am examining, if any, mental and physical health consequences on
being socially intolerant with a multi-level approach by using samples from 60 countries across
the globe. In the present literature of self-rated health, and my conceptual framework is to
connect negative emotions, discrimination, prejudice, and health literature. I am using
knowledge of multiple fields to explore the association between social intolerance and health;
such as, sociology, ethnic and racial studies, health disparities, and statistics.
In chapter six, I explore three countries (the United States, Turkey, and South Africa) –
covered in at least five waves of the WVS – social tolerance variations through an historical
comparative analysis approach. After exploring individual and contextual characteristics that
influence social tolerance of people and health consequences of social intolerance quantitatively
in the first few analyses; in chapter six, I am using the comparative-historical analysis approach
to determine important social developments that impact the social tolerance of people. To do
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that, I, specifically, focus on historical developments of racial/ethnic relations, income
inequality, and economic development trends of these three societies.
In chapter seven, the conclusion, I am connecting the results of each analysis (chapter
four, five, and six) by referring to the previous literature. I am also highlighting the limitations of
my dissertation and discuss future directions for the social tolerance literature.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE ABOUT TOLERANCE STUDIES: DEFINING THE NICHE
The Concept of Tolerance
Tolerance has various meanings based on time, place, in various languages, and cultures
(Brown 2006; Reardon 1997; Schirmer, Weidenstedt, and Reich 2012). What is considered as
tolerance at one time, can be sine qua non for people to live peacefully in a society in another
time (such as the human rights of African Americans in the US have evolved during the 20th
century). In Latin, tolerance means ‘suffering’, ‘bearing’ and ‘putting up with’ (Schirmer et al.
2012). Tolerencia – in Spanish, refers to the capacity of accepting an idea or opinion that one is
opposite to; Tolérance – in French , means an attitude that out-members may think and act in a
different manner than one’s self; Kuan rong – in Chinese, means allow, admit, and being
generous towards others; Tasamul’- in Arabic, means mercy, mercifulness and accepting others
and forgiving (Reardon 1997). Each of these definitions in numerous languages emphases the
acceptance of ideas, values, and cultures that opposite to one’s own.
The Member States of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO) defined tolerance in its declaration as, “respect, acceptance and
appreciation of the rich diversity of our world’s cultures, our forms of expression, and ways of
being human. Tolerance is harmony in difference.” (UNESCO 1995:2) According to this
declaration, tolerance is not a moral duty alone but a political and legal requirement in societies
(UNESCO 1995). Along the same line, Persell, Green, and Gurevich (2001) defined complete
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tolerance as “full recognition and acceptance of the identity and uniqueness of differences that
are seen as not reducible to invisibility by their bearers,” and half or less demanding tolerance
refers to “the willingness to grant equal legal and political rights to someone seen as different”
(p.208). These definitions of tolerance focus on promoting diversity and the coexisting of
different groups within a society. In this dissertation, I do not focus on ‘half or less demanding’
tolerance, since it only refers to political rights of those groups that are considered as ‘other’.
Hence, the ‘complete tolerance’ – “full recognition and acceptance of the identity and uniqueness
…” (Persell et al. 2001:208) is the focus of this dissertation.
In the tolerance literature, conventional meaning of the tolerance is defined as willingness
‘to get along’ and ‘live peacefully with others’ who are different from oneself in terms of
religion, political views, race, ethnicity, and sexuality (Sullivan et al. 1979). It has also been
defined as “putting up with something you do not like” (Vogt 1997:1). For Schirmer et al. (2012)
conventional meaning of the tolerance refers to understanding or engagement of practices and
beliefs that are different from one’s own. Researchers have emphasized tolerance as valuing and
celebrating differences within societies that people putting up with something that one dislikes or
disapproves (Augoustinos and Reynolds 2001; Schirmer et al. 2012; Vogt 1997).
Intolerance, for Betty A. Reardon, founder of the International Institute of Peace
Education, refers to a “belief that one’s own group, belief system or way of life is superior to
those of others.” (Reardon 1997:17) This definition of tolerance refers to racism and its structure
that members of a certain group are seen as inferior, while the other superior; as well as, is a
means to determine which group is the ‘normal’ and which group is ‘abnormal’ in societies. It
creates social inequalities within societies, therefore, it also defines whose way of life (in term of
race, sexuality, religious, and nation) should be tolerated and whose way of life is the norm.
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Higher levels of intolerance create social inequalities at the group level, such as racism,
homophobia, xenophobia, discrimination, and exclusion. The absence of tolerance also generates
unequal social systems, such as apartheid in South Africa, and institutional level discrimination,
such as slavery in the United States. All these types of actions are based on the belief that one
group is superior to another.
Tolerance is considered as one of the core values of liberal democracy and is believed to
increase the balance between different groups of people – particularly between majority and
minorities (Dražanová 2017; Forst 2004; Vogt 1997). Tolerance is not uncommon in the world
that people have shown willingness to get along with different beliefs, political views, and
lifestyles than their own.
Rainer Forst (2004) addressed the meaning of the concept of toleration with six criteria.
1) The context of the toleration needs to be explored, for example, what is the relationship
between tolerator and tolerated needs to be specified (parents and children, neighbor, citizens,
teacher and student etc.). Further the subjects and the objects of the toleration need to be
specified. 2) Whether the tolerated practice is wrong or bad, this is what (Forst 2004:314) called
as “objection component”. It means that one cannot tolerate someone or something if they do not
object it (or have a distance to it); otherwise, there is no toleration but “indifference” or
“affirmation”(Forst 2004:315). 3) According to Forst, the objection component of this concept
needs an “acceptance component” (2004:315). This component, according to Forst (2004),
generates positive reasons to accept or tolerate the negative judgment of one accordingly. Such
as, practices and beliefs might be considered as wrong, however not at the level of intolerable in
all circumstances (Forst 2004:315). 4) According to Forst, “the limits of toleration need to be
specified” (2004:315). 5) If toleration is practiced involuntarily, then one cannot speak of
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toleration; therefore, it is important that it is practiced voluntarily (Forst 2004). 6) According to
Forst (2004) , we can define the difference between toleration (as a practice) and tolerance (as an
attitude) think of tolerance conceptually as a property of individuals or a property of institutions.
Schirmer et al. (2012) expressed that tolerance and respect are not similar concepts and
indicated the difference between respect and tolerance regarding their impact on social
interactions. They argued that multicultural approaches aimed to promote democratic values
through the concept of ‘tolerance’ may send misleading signals; because being tolerated is
usually associated with being “grudgingly ignored” (Schirmer et al. 2012:1061). The idea here is
that tolerance reinforces and contributes a power balance between groups, particularly between
those who tolerate (usually powerful authorities and institutions) and those who are tolerated
(politically, socially, numerically, and economically less powerful groups); for example, this
argument would refer to ethnic minorities, sexual minorities, immigrants, and racial minorities.
From this point of view, respect means treating people as autonomous agents and their values
and being are taken seriously; therefore, multicultural approaches need to focus on respect
instead of tolerance. According to Schirmer et al. (2012:1050) the main promise of tolerance is
“the regulation of the tolerator’s behavior toward the tolerated”. However, respect has a positive
meaning while tolerance is more negative. The inequality aspect is attached to the tolerance that
someone or a group of people need to be tolerated due to their inferiority.
Critics of Conventional Meaning of Tolerance – Paradox of Tolerance
Although tolerance has been widely used and praised as an ultimate-goal for a multicultural and western liberal societies to function properly, it has been criticized by some scholars.
In each definition of tolerance, researchers mention negative emotions that people have toward
members of groups that one categorizes as ‘other’. Wise and Driskell (2017) argue that
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intolerance is statistically significantly associated with dislike or disapproval of out-group
members’ values and beliefs as well as they tolerate those that they refused to have an interaction
with. According to Vogt (1997), if such disapproval or disagreement does not exist, we no longer
speak of tolerance, but of indifference.
It is an internal paradox that one rejects the things (such as, values and beliefs – the way
of life of ‘other’ people) to be present and at the same time rejects them to avoid conflict within a
society (Gibson 2005b; Sullivan et al. 1993; Vogt 1997). Tolerance, in this sense, is trapped
within a circle that people ‘accept what is rejected.’ Cohen (2004:2) argued “if you oppose
nothing, you cannot tolerate anything.” Freitag and Rapp (2015) followed similar pattern and
stated that tolerance is a sequential concept that has two components; a rejection and acceptance
components. Rejection component of tolerance is a necessary component of the tolerance that
“you grant certain rights even to groups that you find objectionable, you may only exhibit
tolerance if you first reject this group.” (Freitag and Rapp 2015:253) In this vein, tolerance
requires a disagreement, opposition, dislike, and exclusion then it evolves to willingness,
acceptance, and inclusion. The tolerance definition of Freitag and Rapp (2015) is similar with the
study of Sullivan et al. (1993) and Cohen (2004, 2014) that tolerance is defined by referring to
out-group members’ ideas, opinions, and beliefs (overall norms, values, beliefs – the way of
life).
Philosophers have discussed the tolerance concept through analyzing the ‘tolerance
paradox’ (Cohen 2004; Popper 1966; Walzer 1997). One of the main questions is that whether it
be limitless or not? Where does tolerance begin and end? Under what condition does tolerance
arouse? What does happen in the absence of tolerance? For example, according to Karl Popper
(1966) tolerance should not be present for those who are intolerant. With the word of Popper
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(1966:226) “unlimited tolerance must lead to the disappearance of tolerance. If we extend
unlimited tolerance even to those who are intolerant, if we are not prepared to defend a tolerant
society against the onslaught of the intolerant, then the tolerant will be destroyed, and tolerance
with them.” In short, scholars have examined tolerance with its paradoxical meanings and argued
that one must reject interaction, present of, values, and beliefs (way of life) of people for
existence of tolerance.
Tolerance versus Toleration
From a philosophical point of view, Andrew J. Cohen argues that the history of liberalism
is the history of toleration. In his book, Toleration, Cohen (2004) provided three issues around
debates of toleration; What is toleration? Should we tolerate and, if so, why? And, what should
be tolerated? Cohen (2004) differentiated toleration from other notions and provided eight
definitional conditions for toleration. According to Cohen (2004), ‘toleration’ can be applied to
many things, such as religious, cultural, behavioral, and different manners of speech.
Andrew J. Cohen (2004) makes a connection between tolerance and autonomy and
argued that tolerating out-group members means giving them an autonomy. Vogt (1997)
distinguished between tolerance and toleration by saying:
“Toleration … involves legal and institutional prohibition of discrimination,
whether that be done by broad constitutional principles limiting government
action … or … by legislation. Toleration also has an intellectual component; it not
only involves laws and organizations, but also societal and governmental
principles of justice and fairness.”
Generally speaking, tolerance refers to individual level attitudes (micro level) of people
toward one another, while toleration refers to institutional levels (macro level). Vogt (1997)
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listed six conditions that reinforce toleration in macro levels: social diversity; a market economy;
democratic political institutions, epistemological uncertainty; rational calculation over tradition;
and critical mass of knowledge occupations. To empirically investigate this argument, an
international comparative study showed that where there is a stable democratic tradition for a
long time, then there is a strong correlation between tolerant regime (macro level or contextual
level), and tolerance attitudes in individual levels (Peffley and Rohrschneider 2003).
Political and Social Tolerance
In this part, I review empirical literature on tolerance studies. Research on tolerance have
been discussed in two realms; namely, social and political tolerance. Researchers often
scrutinized either social or political tolerance, two overlapping while distinctive concepts
(Allport 1979; Dražanová 2017; Lee 2014; Weldon 2006). I cover both political and social
tolerance literature throughout my study, social tolerance is the scope of my analyses. Both
political and social tolerance concepts are usually seen as closely connected and some
researchers have used them interchangeably.
Political Tolerance
The majority of research on tolerance is based on the political tolerance literature. John L.
Sullivan et al. (1979), Sullivan et al. (1993), Bobo and Licari (1989), Gibson (2005a), and
Mondak and Sanders (2003) defined political tolerance as permitting disliked groups to actively
participate in political life and measured whether people accept basic political rights and liberties
of people to be practiced. In this sense, political tolerance is focusing on the hypothetical
argument of whether participants agree or not to extend their rights in a society. For Vogt
(1997:17) political tolerance refers to “acts in the public sphere, such as giving a speech,
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demonstrating, distributing leaflets, organizing meetings, and so on.” Gibson and Bingham
(1985:106) defined the political tolerance as the “opposition to state actions that limit
opportunities for citizens, individually or in groups, to compete for political power. Norman H.
Nie, Jane Junn, Kenneth Stehlik-Barry (1996:29) defined political tolerance as “the belief that all
citizens have the right to express their political views, regardless of how dangerous or repugnant
those views may be … Tolerance signals a fundamental commitment to the rules of the
democratic game… High degree of tolerance signifies the recognition of the importance of
allowing all in the political community the right to express their views, regardless of the
content.” Political tolerance is defined as a basic value of a democratic society. It is clear that in
political realm, opposition political parties and movements tolerate one another, which is the
core idea of democratic society (Dražanová 2017). Empirical studies often examined whether
members of the disliked groups should be allowed to speak publicly, teach at a public college,
and hold a public rally (Cigler and Joslyn 2002; Ellison and Musick 1993; Gibson 2005a, 2006;
Peffley and Rohrschneider 2003).
Although political tolerance has been studied widely by philosophers and historians; it, as
a scientific inquiry, has been studied widely since the 1950s in American sociology and political
science literature. Stouffer (1955) conducted first quantitative large-scale study to measure
political tolerance and political views of Americans. This study was conducted during the
McCarthys era, when communists and left-wing groups were highly disliked and considered as
unpopular. Stouffer (1955) listed several groups (especially left-wing), and investigated whether
people support the civil rights to be practiced by these groups’ members. Stouffer (1955) found
that the majority of Americans were against the extension of civil rights to members of outgroups, such as communists and left-wing groups. Nunn et al. (1978) replicated the study of
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Stouffer and found that political tolerance of Americans has increased towards left-wing and
unpopular groups.
All these studies have contributed widely to the tolerance literature by their way of
measuring, defining the tolerance, and focusing on groups that are targeted for tolerance. Most of
the political tolerance studies are investigating tolerance toward most-unliked groups based on
context. As Sullivan et al. (1979) highlighted that political tolerance has increased around 20
percent between the 1950s and 1970s due to the contextual meaning for each group has changed
for respondents. In addition, respondent bias may play an important role on reporting tolerance.
Therefore, political tolerance is not the scope of my analysis.
Social Tolerance
The second type of tolerance is social tolerance. Vogt (1997:17) defined social tolerance
as “acceptance of ascriptive characteristics people have at birth or acquire in early socialization
such as skin color or language.” Vogt used an example to further explain social tolerance with
the use of public transportation and other facilities by the black population in South Africa (until
the end of the 20th century) and in the U.S. until the 1960s. The example of Vogt illustrated that
what is socially tolerable varies over time and space based on changes that happen in a society.
On the same line of thought, racial residential segregation, in the United States, was considered
as a necessity for overall well-being of the society and highly supported by state institutions
systematically, however this act has been defined as racism and intolerance later in the history of
the US (Massey and Denton 1993).
Social tolerance is considered as people’s willingness to welcome or accept disliked or
out-group members into their everyday life (Lee 2014). For Boswell (1981:3), social tolerance or
intolerance refer to “public acceptance of personal variation or idiosyncrasy in matters of
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appearance, life-style, personality, or belief.” My definition of social tolerance has similarities
with some researchers (Bangwayo-Skeete and Zikhali 2013; Bangwayo‐Skeete and Zikhali 2011;
Boswell 1981; Dunn and Singh 2014; Hadler 2012; Lee 2014) that accepting disliked or outgroup members – regardless of their race, sexual identity, nationality, and belief – in which one
has little information about to one’s everyday life – accepting them as a neighbor.
Empirical studies measured the social tolerance of people through examining it whether
people would agree to be a neighbor of out-group members (Bangwayo-Skeete and Zikhali
2013; Bangwayo‐Skeete and Zikhali 2011; Dunn and Singh 2014; Hadler 2012) accepting of
inter-ethnic and inter-religious marriage into one’s family (Golebiowska 2009); measuring
people’s willingness of desegregation (Persell et al. 2001); by inviting a black person to dinner at
their home, and whether white people would vote for a black president (Persell et al. 2001).
For example, Bangwayo‐Skeete and Zikhali (2011) investigated individual level
determinants of self-declared social tolerance toward six groups in Sub-Saharan Africa. They
have measured social tolerance of respondents through examining their willingness of accepting
linguistically, racially, religiously, sexually, and nationally different people as a neighbor. In
another study, by using the same strategy, Bangwayo-Skeete and Zikhali (2013) focused on
socio-economic factors that influence social tolerance in Latin America and the Caribbean by
utilizing the World Values Surveys – Wave 5. In that study, Bangwayo-Skeete and Zikhali
(2013) have measured social tolerance through five dimensions; tolerance for racial and religious
dissimilarity, homosexuals, AIDS victims, and immigrants. In the same vein, Dunn and Singh
(2014) focused on the social tolerance of people through six questions that are drawn from the
World Values Survey – six binary measure of rejection or acceptance out-group member as
neighbors.
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John Boswell (1981), a history professor at Yale University, focused on the social
intolerance attitudes of people toward homosexuality. Homosexuals were viewed as a ‘threat’
and ‘danger’ to society throughout the history, similarly other minority groups were viewed as
such. Boswell noted types of factors that could be responsible for intolerant attitudes towards
homosexuals through emphasizing to social organizations of societies; 1) rural social structure,
and 2) urban social structure. By referring to the grant theory of Emile Durkheim, Boswell
benefited organic and mechanical society types to draw an explanation for the way in which
homosexuals were became the object of intolerance attitudes.
Although Boswell (1981) explained one of reason to readers in order to explain how
societal changes impacted people’s attitudes towards homosexuality historically (by moving
from rural to urban societies and social organization differences between urban and rural), this
explaining would only count as a small portion of the equation, therefore with this study I
propose to further analyze many other factors that impact social tolerance. Further, along with
the argument of Boswell (1981) I argue that social intolerant attitudes is are socially constructed
and learned; therefore, it is important to explore what social factors are related to it.
In my study, my definition of social tolerance has similarities with Boswell (1981), Lee
(2014), Bangwayo-Skeete and Zikhali (2013), Bangwayo‐Skeete and Zikhali (2011), Dunn and
Singh (2014), and Hadler (2012) that social tolerance is a positive orientation and acceptance
out-group members’ present and willingness for interaction with – individuals and as a group –
in social, political, cultural, and economic sphere. Particularly accepting them as a neighbor is an
act of showing social tolerance in everyday life. Based on previous studies on social tolerance, I
focus on rejection or acceptance of a distinct group member as a neighbor; namely, people of a
different race, immigrants/foreign workers, homosexuals, and people who practice different
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religion. Social tolerance is what is measured in the World Values Surveys. I am aware that the
most politically objectionable groups might not be the same in all places, however the selected
groups are minorities and tend to be discriminated against across the globe.
Theoretical Perspectives of Tolerance / Intolerance
In this section, driven by the previous literature, I review emergent theories that have
been used to explain variation of social tolerance levels of people both in individual and
contextual levels. There are five theoretical perspectives that have been highly cited by
researchers in this field; Socialization / Learning hypothesis, Contact theory, Competition
(Ethnic Antagonism), Post-materialist theory, and Social Capital theory. Firstly, I present
socialization / learning hypothesis which highlights that what people learn during their
socialization process influences whether they will be socially tolerant or intolerant (Bobo and
Licari 1989; Dražanová 2017; Gibson 2005a; Jackman and Muha 1984; Kingston et al. 2003).
Researchers have emphasized the importance of education in school on learning tolerant attitudes
and openness to diversity. Secondly, contact theory has been another important explanation for
changes on tolerance. Scholars have argued that the more contact one has with culturally
diversified members of a society, the more one will appreciate human diversity, cultures, and
will report a positive tolerance towards out-group members (Allport 1979; Cigler and Joslyn
2002; Côté and Erickson 2009; Iglič 2010; Pettigrew 1998; Zerfu, Zikhali, and Kabenga 2009).
Thirdly, competition and threat hypothesis are used to explain changes on tolerance as well.
Scholars pointed that individuals or groups feel fear or threat by others to their economic interest
or security, therefore, they are less tolerant towards out-group members (Côté and Erickson
2009; Bonacich 1972, 1976; Kunovich 2004; Olzak 1992). Last, with the post-materialist thesis
(Inglehart 1990, 1997, 2005; Inglehart and Flanagan 1987), researchers have explained impact of
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economic condition of a society on individuals’ changing values from materialistic view to postmaterialistic view.
Socialization / Learning Hypothesis
In this part, I present the Socialization / Learning hypothesis and highlight researches that
oriented around socialization argument to explain variation of tolerance by measuring
educational attainment of people. Socialization is a process through which individuals are taught
the skills, behaviors, values, norms, and expectations of a society (Mead 1968) Individuals learn
important social skills and modes of social behaviors in order to fit into society and be part of it
during the childhood (Mead 1968). Generally speaking, individuals accept a given set of cultural
norms and values and became a member of a given society. Formal education is one of the main
mechanisms that plays a vital role in the socialization process. From this perspective, researchers
have focused on the importance of the socialization effect on tolerance level of individuals
through measuring their education levels.
It is a most used perspective to explain tolerance level variations in individual and
country levels (Bobo and Licari 1989; Jackman and Muha 1984; Kingston et al. 2003; Reardon
1997; Stouffer 1955; Sunshine Hillygus 2005; Vogt 1997; Weil 1985). The main argument is
that individuals internalize what they learn throughout the life course, especially in their
childhood, and so they became tolerant or intolerant based on socialization process in their life.
Especially education enhances individuals’ knowledge about out-group members. The general
idea is that highly educated individuals are more likely to learn this cognitively difficult concept,
therefore, they report higher levels of tolerance.
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Education and Tolerance
The effect of education on attitudes has been analyzed by many social science researchers
(Bobo and Licari 1989; Dražanová 2017; Kingston et al. 2003; Nunn et al. 1978; Stouffer 1955;
Vogt 1997). Stouffer’s prominent work has highlighted the importance of education on tolerance
level of people and reported that tolerance was higher among those with highly educated than
those with less educated individuals in the US (Stouffer 1955). He was optimistic that overall
level of tolerance would be parallel to increase of education attainment of people in the US.
Nunn et al. (1978) replicated the study of Stouffer and found even slightly stronger association
between education attainment and tolerance level of people in 1974. Since then, in general,
education level of people has been used an important determinant for tolerance studies and it is
widely accepted in many social science researchers (Bobo and Licari 1989; Dražanová 2017;
Kingston et al. 2003; Lijphart 1997; McClosky and Brill-Scheuer 1983; Nunn et al. 1978;
Stouffer 1955; Sullivan and Transue 1999; Vogt 1997).
Many theorists empirically examined the relationships between educational attainment
and various liberal attitudes and argued that higher educated individuals are more likely to
support democratic values (Bobo and Licari 1989; Inglehart 2005; Mill 1929; Reardon 1997;
Stouffer 1955; Sullivan et al. 1979), more willing to participate elections (Bobo and Licari 1989;
Inglehart 2005), more engaged with civic life (Wise and Driskell 2017); and more likely report
tolerance towards ethnic and religious groups (Vogt 1997). The idea here is that schools are main
institutions where people learn liberal values, social and cultural values, equality, democracy,
and tolerance (Hello et al. 2004; Mill 1929; Reardon 1997; Stouffer 1955; Vogt 1997).
Nie et al. (1996) in their study, Education and Democratic Citizenship in America,
focused on the relationship between formal education and democratic citizenship and impact of
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education on tolerance. They argued that educational attainment effect development of “verbal
cognitive proficiency” (Nie et al. 1996:39). Verbal cognitive proficiency is a measure that tests
respondents’ capacity to understand political events, political rhetoric, and its specific language
in General Social Survey (Nie et al. 1996). Based on their analysis verbal proficiency was the
main mediating variable. The more educated individuals are much more likely understand what
they will lose if they do not allow out-group members express their political views freely. In the
United States, Vogt (1997) argued that the educational attainment of individuals has a positive
effect on their tolerance; however, this effect indicates differences based on particular
dimensions of tolerance. In other words, higher educated individuals in the US are more likely to
tolerate left-wing groups than right-wing groups. This correlation did not appear among less
educated individuals in the US (Vogt 1997).
Critics against Education Effect on Tolerance
In this section, I will address several criticisms that argued education often has no effect
on individuals’ attitudes towards out-group members. Mary R. Jackman (1973), a prominent
professor of sociology, argued that methodological problems, for example acquiescent response
bias, led to wrong results and evidence for a positive association between education attainment
and tolerance. Jackman (1973) argued that less educated individuals were more likely to agree
with simple and strongly worded questions compared to higher educated individuals. Questions
that present both sides of an issue, such as an agree-disagree response format, were less likely to
show the association between educational attainment and individuals’ tolerance. In another study
on the same topic, using the National Election Study data, Jackman (1978) found that
educational attainment had an impact on support for the racial integration principle, while it had
no effect on support for policies that aimed to evaluate inequality between races. Along this line
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of thought, Jackman and Muha (1984) focused on the impact of education on intergroup relations
between whites, men, and higher socio-economic class compared to blacks, women, and to the
poor. Jackman and Muha (1984) found no correlation between educational attainment and
intergroup beliefs, feelings, and personal behaviors of individuals towards out-group members.
Overall, Jackman studies proposed that more educational attainment does not increase the
tolerance level of people, but it does reinforce higher class people’s position within society
through providing them sophisticated means to advance their status.
Sullivan et al. (1979) and Mondak and Sanders (2003) argued that studies of tolerance
have been usually content-biased and that researchers usually use only left-wing groups as
dependent variable in their analysis. Sullivan et al. (1979) and Mondak and Sanders (2003) found
that when right-wing groups included in the equation, the relationship of educational attainment
and tolerance decreases. In both studies, they argued that the pre-selection of groups of reference
in studies generates an artefact relationship between education and tolerance and one may find
different results in post-communist countries; therefore, a cross national comparisons of
tolerance and its social factors are needed (Mondak and Sanders 2003; Sullivan et al. 1979).
My study advances our knowledge of the impact of the socialization perspective on
tolerance of people through looking at educational attainment of individuals both in individual
and country levels. Although researchers have examined the effect of educational attainment on
the tolerance level of people at the individual level, few studies have explored the effect of
education on the tolerance level of individuals nested within countries. Most of the studies that
have used the GSS’s civil liberties questions (15 items) to measure their level of political
tolerance towards out-group members, however in my study I am focusing on the dimensions of
self-declared social tolerance which enriches the literature and provides a better understanding of
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the socialization process of individuals on social tolerance. Educational attainment of individuals
and country level educational attainment capture the effect of the socialization / learning
hypothesis. I expect that both education attainment of individuals as an important value in life
positively associate with social tolerance of individuals toward each selected group at the micro
and macro levels.
Social Contact Theory / Intergroup Contact Theory
This theory has been widely used by researchers to explain why some people are tolerant
and some are intolerant. This theory is broadly defined as the more contact one has with various
diverse group members, especially with people who are not in the same group, the more one will
appreciate human diversity, cultures, and different norms. Consequently, researchers have argued
that this is the most effective way to decrease intolerant attitudes in individual levels. Social
contact theory presented by Gordon Allport in 1954 (1979) during the civil rights movement era
to explain hostility or prejudice that people had toward Black population in the US and as an
explanation to ameliorate contingent interactions between groups. Over the years, researchers
conducted empirical studies and found support for his theory to explain level of tolerance
variations.
Contact, according to Allport (1979), increases trust and so familiarity among
individuals. Pettigrew (1998) showed in his study that interaction with minority group members
generates friendship and familiarity, therefore, it is considered as an essential condition for
positive intergroup contact among individuals. The promise of social contact theory with
tolerance is that through social interactions, people are involved and engage with one another
and so it increases their levels of tolerance toward out-group members. Scholars argue that
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people would become tolerant (either political or social) in societies when they come to contact
with out-group members.
Countries with higher ethnic and religious heterogeneity may increase people’s level of
contact with members of a different group, consequently that may increase reporting social
tolerance toward racially different, immigrants/foreign workers, homosexuals, and religiously
different people.
Researchers also controlled for the urban-rural resident variable to measure their social
contact with out-group members, and so to explain variation of tolerance in a society.
Researchers argued that cities are places where people have a higher chance of interactions
among individuals. The argument is that residents of urban areas exposed to diversity and so they
have greater chance of contact with out-group members. Therefore, those who live in urban areas
are expected to report tolerance toward out-group members, such as towards immigrants. Jane
Jacobs (1993) stated in her book that streets of cities allow people with different backgrounds to
engage with one another and have a greater level contacts with out-group members, and so it
increases their tolerance levels.
In addition, I expect that those who live in urban areas – mostly urbanized countries- will
report higher social tolerance compared to those who live in less urbanized countries. My study
will expand this explanation by using more recent data of the World Values Survey with 57
countries and three territories.
Competition Theory / Ethnic Antagonism Thesis
This theory emphasizes that intolerance attitudes increase because of the threat that
individuals feel from out-group members. The role of economic condition is considered as
important circumstance that may affect individuals’ tolerance toward out-group members.
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Individuals or groups feel fear or threat by out-group members to their economic interests or
security, which in turn generates intolerant attitudes towards out-group members. The threat or
competition theory was originally developed by Edna Bonacich (1972, 1976). In the field of
ethnic and racial relations, Bonacich (1972) highlighted that ethnic conflict is more likely to
occur when different group members compete for limited resources. Especially, during economic
hardships out-group members are perceived as a threat to limited resources.
According to Côté and Erickson (2009), the competition hypothesis is the opposite of the
contact hypothesis. According to Bonacich (1972), ethnic antagonism emerges from a split labor
market, where two or more ethnic or racial groups compete for the same jobs. According to
Bonacich (1972), employers prefer to hire cheaper workers and they hire them if higher-priced
workers do not indicate any opposition. According to her argument, employers prefer to hire
cheaper workers; consequently, higher-priced workers attempt to either exclude them from the
labor market or push them into lower-paying and undesirable jobs. In each scenario, labor market
split along ethnic and racial lines and intergroup antagonism increases (Bonacich 1972).
The main argument here is that as ethnic groups compete for same jobs, they see one
another as a threat to their interest and social status. In this circumstance, interpersonal contacts
between different group members decline, while tensions increase and so the way in which they
see each other is negatively impacted by it (Allport 1979; Bonacich 1972; Kunovich 2004; Olzak
1992). This theoretical perspective will be helpful to explain changes of social tolerance
differences between those who have full-time jobs and those who do not. It is clear that
competition among individuals for valued resources increases tension and generates conflict in
terms of race, gender, citizenship status, and religion.
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Post-Materialist Thesis
The seminal work of Inglehart’s (1971), post-materialist thesis explained as
transformation of individual values from materialist moves from physical, materialist, and
economic to value more freedom, self-expression, and quality in life. According to Inglehart, as
the living standards of people increases in the Western developed countries after the World War
II, as well as their basic needs are satisfied, people are more likely develop non-materialist
values. Ronald Inglehart has developed this idea and argued that these changes has taken place in
advanced industrialized democratic societies (Inglehart 1971, 1990, 2005; Inglehart and
Flanagan 1987). The idea of this theory is that those who take their material security for granted
are more likely to value non-material phenomena in their life; such as democracy, freedom of
choice, tolerance, and self-expression.
This theory has been used by previous researchers in the social tolerance field. As such,
Dima and Dima (2016) have analyzed the sixth wave of the World Values Survey with 48
countries and found that those who prioritize post-materialist values with secure economic
condition, higher educated, and those who identified themselves as higher class report greater
degree of social tolerance. On the same vein, Lee (2014) examined political and social tolerance
determinants of people toward five minority or non-conformist group in Hong Kong. By
examining a survey data that was conducted by the Center for Communication Research at the
Chinese University of Hong Kong, Lee (2014) found that the degree of tolerance varies across
target group and also found that a positive relationship between tolerance and the post-materialist
hypothesis. In his study, Davis (2000) examined post-materialist values at the micro-level in the
United States. Davis (2000) argued that the measurement of post-materialism has not been
examined on individual level but on societal level. From this point of view, by analyzing the
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1992 American National Election Study and the 1994 General Social Survey, Davis (2000)
found a positive association between post-materialism at the individual level and tolerance
toward out-group members. On the other end, Hadler (2012) conducted a cross-national analyses
(32 countries) to explore world societal factors on individual social tolerance. Hadler (2012)
found that more affluent and better educated individuals are less intolerant as well as they are
more likely to live in post-materialist societies.
Social Capital Theory
Social capital has been measured with the level of trust that one has (Campbell, Rachel
Wood, and Moira Kelly 1999; Carpiano 2006; Fukuyama 1995; Putnam 1993), that impacts a
variety of different phenomena in societies, including tolerance. For instance, in his study, Trust,
Francis Fukuyama (1995) shows that as the level of trust increases in a society, economic
development increases at the same time. Along this line of thought, study of Knack and Keefer
(2014) illustrated that as country level trust increases, economic growth increases as well.
Putnam (1993) in a study on modern Italy indicates that where there is a high degree of civic
engagement (high degree of social trust among individuals), government’s efficiency increases at
the same time.
Researchers also show that as social capital increases in a community level, health and
happiness (Campbell et al. 1999; Islam et al. 2006; Kawachi, Kennedy, and Glass 1999), and
economic development increase as well (Carpiano 2006; Putnam 2007). Social capital has also
been studied by researchers in tolerance literature, such as Wise and Driskell (2017) focused on
tolerance through the framework of social capital (through civic engagement and social
embeddedness) and found that those with higher levels of civic engagement and socially
embedded are more likely report higher degree of social tolerance.
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My study differs from previous studies that in my dissertation, at the individual level, I
measure the social capital of people through trust level of people by following previous studies
of social capital. At the country level, I am using the corruption score of a country as a proxy to
measure social capital of a country. I am exploring the impact of social capital at the individual
and country levels on reporting social tolerance toward racially different, immigrants/foreign
workers, homosexuals, and religiously different people. I also control for social capital
(corruption score of a country) on reporting good and very good health, and life satisfaction in
my chapter five analyses. Social capital perspective helps to explain chapters four and five
results.
Other Explanations of Tolerance and Intolerance
In this section, I cover studies that explored the association between religion, economy
and tolerance both in individual and country levels. Religion is implicated in debates on
tolerance studies in many ways. Researchers in this field highlighted economic condition of a
society and individuals has impact on tolerance of people towards out-group members.
Religion and Tolerance
Ever since Stouffer’s landmark study (1955) measured religion denominational affiliation
and church attenders association with people’s willingness to extend civil liberties to out-group
members in the US, later multiple studies have explored these relationships by giving attention to
role of religion denomination affiliations, and religiosity (Beatty and Walter 1984; Eisenstein
2006; Eisenstein et al. 2017; Jones 2015; McClosky and Brill-Scheuer 1983; Nunn et al. 1978;
Smidt and Penning 1982; Stouffer 1955; Wilcox and Jelen 1990). Driven by the literature, the
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relationship between religion and tolerance can be analyzed based on three views: 1) Religion
denominations and 2) Religiosity, and 3) Contextual level effect of religion.
Religion Denominations
In one hand, Stouffer’s landmark study (1955) has exhibited a connection between
religious denominations and their level of tolerance toward ‘out-group’ members, such as Jewish
people reported the highest levels of tolerance followed by Catholics and Protestants (Nunn et al.
1978; Stouffer 1955). Stouffer also found that Southern Protestants had the lowest levels of
tolerance compared to Northern Protestants and Catholics in the US. Nunn et al. (1978) found
similar results as Stouffer’s study and concluded that there was a negative association between
religion and tolerance. For example, Nunn et al. (1978) found that 59% of Catholics versus 46%
of Protestants fell into the ‘more tolerant’ category in their study.
In the same vein, McClosky and Brill-Scheuer (1983) analyzed the association between
religion and tolerance in the US and found that Jews, Episcopalians, and Non-religious
individuals reported the highest levels of willingness to extend the civil liberties of ‘out-group’
members compared to Catholics, Protestants, Episcopalian, Lutheran, Methodists, and Baptists.
By using the 1988 GSS data, Ellison and Musick (1993) focused on regional differences with
combination to religious affiliations on their levels of tolerance of people in the US. Overall,
researchers have demonstrated in their studies that religion denomination affiliation has a
negative impact level of tolerance of people towards fringe groups (Beatty and Walter 1984;
Ellison and Musick 1993; Stouffer 1955).
Later studies concluded similar results as Evangelical and traditionally highly religious
Protestant groups’ members were less tolerant toward unpopular groups compared to other
Protestants and denominations in the US (Altemeyer and Hunsberger 1992; Reimer and Park
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2001; Wilcox and Jelen 1990). Contrary to these results, Sullivan et al. (1993) argued that when
respondents were allowed to choose their least-liked (e.g., content-controlled) group, have found
no significant differences among religious denominations with tolerance levels, while association
persists among those who attend religious activities.
Religiosity and Tolerance
Based on early discussions of whether association between religion denominations
differences has impact on people’s level of tolerance or not, overall this discussion followed by a
new approach. Researchers showed in their studies that those who regularly participate religious
activities (regardless of their religion type – whether Muslim or Christian) are less tolerant than
non-participants (Altınoğlu 2017; Beatty and Walter 1984; Ellison and Musick 1993; Froese,
Bader, and Smith 2008; Smidt and Penning 1982; Sullivan et al. 1993).
The seminal study of Stouffer (1955) showed that those who attended church within the
past month had reported more intolerance toward out-group group members than those who did
not attend. The study of Stouffer (1955) showed a negative association between religiosity and
tolerance in the American context. Beatty and Walter (1984) further analyzed the association
between religion participants and non-participants and found that denominational differences in
tolerance levels were substantial – although some religious denominations were less tolerant than
others - and frequently attenders of religious activities were less tolerant compared to nonattenders (Beatty and Walter 1984). Most of the studies revealed that regardless of
denominational differences, those who practicing religion regularly report less tolerant than nonor less practicing people in general (Allport and Ross 1967; Beatty and Walter 1984; Ellison and
Musick 1993; Smidt and Penning 1982; Sullivan et al. 1993).
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Researchers also found conflicting results regarding tolerance and religiosity
associations. Such as, in response to tolerance measures issues and less rigorous analysis
techniques used in previous studies, Eisenstein (2006) re-examined the relationship between
religion and tolerance in the US by scrutinizing it through church attenders and non-attenders
and concluded a negative relationship between religious commitment and tolerance His study
showed that religion was not significant in determining tolerance in individual level. The reason
for conflicted results was due to a more refined categorization of religion groups. In other words,
by providing more categories for religion affiliation generated conflicted results, such as, Wilcox
and Jelen (1990) revealed that Evangelical Protestants reported less tolerance toward unwanted
groups compared to other Protestants.
Religion and Tolerance from Cross-National Perspective
According to Jones (2015) holding a particular religious belief necessarily generates
dissent from and rejection of other religious beliefs, such as those who belief in Islam naturally
lead to rejection of Christianity, just as those who belief in Protestant is to dissent from
Catholicism, or to be an atheist means rejection of all faiths.
For example, Huntington (1991) and Fukuyama (1995) argued that Muslim majority
countries did not have the similar importance events in their history as Christian Western
countries, such as the Renaissance, the Enlightenment, and the French revolution events. All of
these events had an impact on the ideas of liberalism, individualism, democracy, tolerance, and
equality. Fukuyama (1995) argued that Muslim majority countries indicate resistance to
democratic values and modernization due to not experiencing secular humanism in their history.
Along the same line, Inglehart (2005) pointed that people in Muslim majority countries are less
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positive regarding gender equality, homosexual rights, and openness to different values and
ideas.
Studies of tolerance of Muslims also looked at religious affiliation and the tolerance level
of people. For example, in their study on attitudes of people in Kyrgyzstan, Fletcher and
Sergeyev (2002) examined the relationship between religion denomination affiliations and
tolerance and found no relationship between them. Although the study of Grundel and
Maliepaard (2012) found an association between those who believe in Islam and the level of
tolerance in the Nederland. Milligan, Andersen, and Brym (2014) examined variations in
tolerance in 23 Muslim majority countries and found that those who live in Muslim-majority
countries are less tolerant than those who live in Western countries. Milligan et al. (2014) also
found that non-practicing Muslims in Western countries were more tolerant than all other people
both within Muslim majority and Western countries. The finding of Milligan et al. (2014)
challenged the claim that Islam and tolerance are negatively associated, and concluded that this
claim related to the Islamic political regimes not Islam itself.
In my study, I am using religion to determine the impact of each religion’s culture on
individuals’ attitudes toward each dimensions of the social tolerance. This study differs from
Milligan et al. (2014), because I am defining a countries’ religion based on percentage of each
religion from the World Bank dataset. This approach allows me to capture the cultural impact of
religion on social tolerance toward racially different, religiously different, immigrants, and
homosexuals.
Economy and Tolerance
Scholars highlighted that the economic conditions of a society have impact on the
tolerance of people. They argued several important contextual level differences that influence
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tolerance level of people within countries; such as, economic conditions of society – income and
growth – (Berggren and Nilsson 2013; Corneo and Jeanne 2009; Florida et al. 2008; Friedman
2005; Gani 2016; Hadler 2012; Vogt 1997). The role of the economic circumstances of a country
has an important effect on individuals’ attitudes towards out-group members. Such as,
Inglehart’s post-materialism thesis (Inglehart 1997) asserts that individuals in affluent societies
develop post-materialistic values when they achieve economic security, while those who live in
poor countries and experience scarcity develop materialistic values. Social tolerance is expected
to be present and more common among post-materialists.
For example, Hadler (2012) analyzed cross-national variations of social tolerance –
especially towards immigrants and homosexuals and found that those who live in economically
developed countries reported higher levels of tolerance compared to individuals who reside in
less-developed countries. Hadler (2012) found that xenophobia and homophobia are less likely
seen in more affluent countries. In the same vein, Benjamin Friedman (2005) highlighted that
economic advancement of societies makes individuals more open and tolerant. Ronald Inglehart
and Wayne E. Baker (2000) found that preindustrial countries – economically less developed
countries reported lower levels of tolerance for abortion, divorce, and homosexuality compared
to economically developed countries analyzing the data of 65 countries in their analysis – using
only three waves of the WVS.
In a cross-national perspective, Correani, Dio, and Garofalo (2010) developed a theory of
tolerance and tested it by looking at the social tolerance of people toward homosexuals in
Bulgaria, Poland, Romania, and Slovenia. This study showed that both individual and country
level economic status are important determinants of tolerance towards homosexuals in EuroBalkan countries. They concluded as individuals’ income and country’s per capita income
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increases social tolerance of people towards homosexuals. In the same vein, Friedman (2005)
stated in his book that higher living standards make societies more open and tolerant, while
economic expansion increases in the US; most citizens witnessed greater tolerance, democracy,
and openness.
Country Regimes and Tolerance
Contextual level attributes have important effects on the ways in which people behave. I
have discussed individual and country level studies that explained variations of tolerance.
However, in this section, I focus on studies that explain countries’ regimes and its impact on
individuals’ tolerance. In my analyses (chapter 4 and chapter 6) I propose to explore contextual
level factors that affect social tolerance of individuals within and across countries.
Tolerance is not only examined through differences between individuals, but also
differences between regimes and societies. Tolerance is seen as a distinctive feature of modern
western and democratic societies; therefore, multiple studies controlled for countries’ regimes
(Corneo and Jeanne 2009; Dunn and Singh 2014; Hadler 2012; Inglehart 2005; Peffley and
Rohrschneider 2003), duration of democratic elections in the country (Hadler 2012), whether a
country experienced violent events or not (Arwine and Mayer 2014), and whether people are
exposed to diversity under aversive or neutral conditions (Dunn and Singh 2014).
Dunn and Singh (2014) examined whether higher levels of democracy are associated with
increase in tolerance among individuals. In order to do that, Dunn and Singh (2014) examined
the impact of pluralistic conditioning (promoting heterogeneity in public life), and aversive
pluralistic conditioning (people exposed to diversity under aversion conditions) impacts on social
tolerance. They predicted that increased democracy will increase the social tolerance of
individuals while it will decrease tolerance among authoritarians. Dunn and Singh (2014) tested
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these predictions across several countries and found support for their hypothesis that as countries
move away from autocracy toward a fully functional democracy, where democratic ideas are
fully practiced, they become increasingly pluralistic and report positive tolerance.
Hadler (2012) focused on social tolerance and explained it by considering the impact of
world societal factors on individual behaviors through analyzing 32 countries. Hadler (2012)
showed that social tolerance towards immigrants and homosexuals is influenced by national
political history – whether a country had a communist background or not, and the presence of
international organizations in countries. They found that the duration of democracy has a positive
effect, while authoritarian experiences have negative effects on the tolerance level of countries.
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CHAPTER III
METHODS
To answer my research questions, I rely heavily on data from the World Values Surveys
datasets. I have searched multiple sources to find the most appropriate dataset to analyze for the
current study. However, the most appropriate dataset that allows me to do these analyses is the
World Values Surveys (WVS). The WVS has the best measure of social tolerance across the
largest number of countries in the world. It allows me to analyze social tolerance at the
individual and country levels. Further, the WVS allows me to assess the association between
social intolerance and health of people through self-rated health and subjective well-being
indicators.
In my first analysis (chapter four) I use multi-level logistic regression models to predict
social tolerance toward people of a different race, immigrants/foreign workers, homosexuals, and
those who believe in another religion. Individual level data for that analysis came from the
World Values Surveys – Wave 6. I used multiple sources for country level data: such as, the
World Bank Data, Fractionalization Index, Major Episodes of Political Violence, Corruption
Perceptions Index, Freedom House, State Fragility Index, and the Association of Religion Data
Archivers datasets.
For my second analysis (chapter five), I use data from the WVS, as well as, same country
level datasets that I conduct in chapter four. In chapter five, I analyze multi-level logistic and
linear regression models.
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For my third analysis (chapter six), I use six waves of the WVS to explore descriptively
social tolerance percentages of people toward racially different, immigrants/foreign workers,
homosexuals, and religiously different people. In addition, I use the World Bank datasets – the
Gini scores and GDP per Capita.
Before presenting data and analytical strategies, I present a discussion of the
measurement of the tolerance phenomenon. Below, I present data sources that I have incorporate
throughout the dissertation. I explain the detail of the measures (individual and country level
variables – dependent and independent variables) that I use in my analyses in chapters four, five,
and six.
Measurement of Tolerance in the Literature
According to Gibson (2006), tolerance is one of the most examined phenomena in social
science disciplines. Due to the importance of tolerance and its function in liberal democracy,
several important datasets have been routinely used to investigate respondents’ tolerance toward
variety of minority groups; such as, World Values Survey, European Values Survey, the General
Social Surveys, British Social Attitudes Surveys, Eurobarometer, and the Arab-Barometer.
The meaning of tolerance and its usage has been discussed in the literature, while
conceptualization of this concept generated more discussion within the field. The measurement
of tolerance is still an ongoing debate within the field (Eisenstein et al. 2017; Gibson 2005;
Jackman 1978; Jackman and Muha 1984;. Gibson 2005, 2005; McClosky and Brill-Scheuer
1983; Mondak and Sanders 2003, 2005; Stouffer 1955). There are several types of usages in the
literature, however as I stated in the previous section, tolerance studies have measured people’s
support for the civil liberties of various groups (political tolerance) and whether they would
agree to be neighbor with various groups (social tolerance).
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Intolerance is measured with several items developed by Stouffer (1955) to gauge
respondents’ attitudes toward various civil liberties. It is the first systematic large-scale survey of
political tolerance in the US. Stouffer (1955) mainly wanted to explore views of people in the US
and listed several unpopular (predominantly left-wing) groups and investigated their willingness
to support civil rights of unpopular groups. The GSS started to use a modified and balanced
version of Stouffer battery (tolerance index) that includes questions about five target groups,
namely racists, militarists, atheists, homosexuals, and Communists (racists and militarists groups
are included in the GSS surveys in order to have both spectrum of political views). Respondents
were asked three dichotomous items per group; whether target groups should deliver public
speeches, write books that will be available in the public library, and teach in colleges and
universities. The prominent study of Stouffer demonstrated that the majority of Americans did
not support civil rights to be practiced by communists and other unpopular groups. Nunn et al.
(1978) has used the same operationalization to measure tolerance level of people in the US in
1978 and found consistent results with the study of Stouffer. In these studies, researchers
generated an index to measure the overall tolerance level of respondents by summing responses
to either 15 or 18 items (Eisenstein 2006; Eisenstein et al. 2017; Nunn et al. 1978; Stouffer
1955).
This operationalization of the tolerance concept has been criticized by other researchers
in the field (Jackman 1978; Mondak and Sanders 2003; Sullivan et al. 1979) that it was biased
and measured only intolerance attitudes toward leftists groups not the other right-wing groups.
As a response to Stouffer (1955) and Nunn, Crockett, and Williams' (1978) measurement of
political tolerance, Sullivan et al. (1979) developed the “Least-liked and two step technique”
method as a another measurement strategy to investigate people’s political . First, they measured
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the negative affect toward listed groups and then respondents were asked to rate their support for
the civil-rights of their least-liked groups. This technique allowed the researchers to measure the
respondents’ support for the civil rights of their most disliked groups.
The technique of Sullivan et al. (1979) was used by other researchers as well (Peffley and
Rohrschneider 2003; Sullivan et al. 1993). The changes that took place between 1950s and 1970s
on tolerance, according to Sullivan et al. (1979) was due to people’s feelings towards these
specific groups, especially communists, socialists, and atheists. Similarly, Mondak and Sanders
(2003) showed that changes on tolerance toward racists between 1976 to 1998 was quite steady
(less than 9%) compared to homosexuals (44%), atheists, communists, and militarists (decreased
about 28% during that period). Due to this measurement change, Mondak and Sanders (2003)
argued that this change was not due to the consequences of a general increase in tolerance, but
because of people’s group-specific attitudes toward listed group members changed during these
years. The main argument of Sullivan et al. (1979) and his followers was that operationalization
of the tolerance concept should focus on groups from both ends of the political spectrum, and
secondly it is important to examine whether individuals approve or disapprove of selected
groups. In both studies, they claimed that the people in the US are not becoming more tolerant
toward out-group members, but they have been becoming more tolerant toward certain groups –
such as communists and atheists (Nunn et al. 1978; Sullivan et al. 1993).
Dunn and Singh (2014) generated a social tolerance scale by using a binary measure of
rejection or acceptance of a distinct group as neighbor, including people of a different race,
immigrant/foreign workers, people with AIDS, homosexuals, drug users, and heavy drinkers.
The social tolerance scale is generated by combining a binary measure of rejection or acceptance
of each of these groups. This measurement strategy, according to Dunn and Singh (2014) avoids
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content-controlled and situational measures of tolerance by using questions that are used in the
World Values Survey and in the European Values Survey. Both surveys measured respondents’
willingness to live in the vicinity of certain group members in their neighbor.
Bangwayo‐Skeete and Zikhali (2011) have examined individual level factors that affect
social tolerance in seven countries in Africa, including Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, Ghana, Mali,
Rwanda, South Africa, and Zambia by using the World Values Survey – Wave 5. They have
created six dummy variables – binary variables to examine self-declared social tolerance by
estimating multivariate probit models for all six dimensions of social tolerance. Their study
revealed a strong interdependency among social tolerance indicators, and their analysis showed
that individual level differences affect tolerance toward the six groups differently.
By incorporating previous discussions to address all these debates regarding
operationalization of the concept, I have adapted the following operationalization developed by
previous researchers (Bangwayo-Skeete and Zikhali 2013; Bangwayo‐Skeete and Zikhali 2011;
Dunn and Singh 2014; Hadler 2012; Milligan et al. 2014) to measure self-declared social
tolerance in this dissertation. Other datasets, such as the General Social Survey provided
information about political tolerance, however, the survey did not ask about respondents’
willingness to live with certain group members as neighbors. The World Values Surveys, on the
other hand, allows researchers to measures respondents’ social tolerance toward people of other
race and ethnicities, immigrants, those who have AIDS, homosexuals, those who belief in
various religion, and those who speak different languages. These groups are some of the most
likely target groups of intolerance across the globe.
By following the discussion on tolerance measurement, Sullivan et al. (1979) brought the
importance of “content-controlled” while measuring tolerance, because it makes sense to
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examine the tolerance level of people only when people dislike a group. Thus, my
operationalization of social tolerance, as emphasized by Bangwayo-Skeete and Zikhali (2013),
Bangwayo-Skeete and Zikhali (2011), Hadler (2012), Milligan et al. (2014), and Dunn and
Singh (2014) avoids content-controlled necessity and a situational measure of tolerance.
Datasets
World Values Surveys
For my individual level and cross-national analyses of social tolerance (chapters four and
five), I am using the World Values Survey (WVS) – wave 6. In chapter six, I am using multiple
waves of the WVS in order to measure trends in the dimensions of social tolerance’ for three
countries.
World Values Surveys were designed to collect information and to test the hypothesis of
economic and technological changes that took place in the industrial countries on the values and
attitudes across the globe. It is the largest dataset that captured attitudes, values, and the beliefs
around the globe, from 1981 until 2014 (Wave 7 has been carried out in 15 countries, however
the data has not been released yet). The WVS was developed based on the European Values
Study that was developed in 1981.
The WVS provides information about changes in politics, economic life, religious,
happiness, life satisfaction, health, gender equality, family values and norms, inequality,
tolerance, social and ethical topics, and sexual norms. The WVS is the best data source which
allows me to examine the dimensions of social tolerance.
The surveys were conducted in approximately in 100 countries, representing 90 percent
of the world’s population. The unit of analysis of the World Value survey is the individual.
Currently, there are six waves of the WVS that are publicly available. The first wave of the WVS
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was administered between 1981- 1984 and covered 22 countries (predominantly in OECD
countries, in Northern Ireland, and Tambow oblast of the Russian republic with a sample size of
30,739) (Inglehart et al. 2000). To monitor changes based on the first wave of WVS, second
wave of surveys were carried out in 42 countries with 59,169 observations (particularly the
surveys conducted in non-European and several East-European countries) (Inglehart et al. 2000).
The third wave of the WVS was conducted between 1995-1998 in 53 countries (including
surveys in Puerto Rico, Tamboc oblast, Montenegro, the Andalusian, Basque, Galician, and
Valencian regions of Spain and a pilot survey in Ghana), consisted 78,574 observations. The
fourth wave was collected between 1999-2004 in 68 countries (96,296 observations), the fifth
wave conducted between 2005-2009 contains 54 countries with 77,000 respondents, and the sixwave carried out between 2010-2014 contains 57 countries and three territories with 89,565
respondents. In the wave-6, except the New Zealand (841) and Trinidad and Tobago (999), there
were at least 1000 respondents from each country and territories – with 4,078 respondents from
India.
Within each country, WVS uses a national area probability sample that consist of
noninstitutionalized adults with adults ages 18 to 85, residing within private households in each
country, regardless of their nationality, language, and citizenship. All data and reports are made
anonymous by the Principle Investigator of each country. The main method of data collection of
the WVS is based on face to face interviews at the participants’ place of residence. Answers of
the respondents were recorded in a traditional way on paper or by CAPI (Computer Assisted
Personal Interview) in remote areas of countries. Each country has a representative and Principle
Investigator, who is responsible to carry out surveys according to rules and procedures.
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The World Bank Data
I am using the World Bank Data sets in my country level analyses of chapter four and
five. The World Bank, an international financial institution, provides a large amount of data with
an open access approach. In my analysis, I include world development indicators of the World
Bank. These data sets are coming from officially-recognized international sources across the
world. Further, it provides information about all of the World Bank’s projects since 1947 to the
present. I am using Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per Capita and the Gini score of countries
datasets in order to look at the effect of the economic condition (material condition) on
individuals’ social tolerance dimensions (chapter four and six) as well as on overall health
outcome (chapter five).
Fractionalization Index Data
The Fractionalization dataset was generated by Alesina et al. (2003) in order to measure
ethnic, religions, linguistic fragmentation in 215 countries and territories across the world. To
calculate heterogeneity for each country, Alesina et al. (2003) used population data from
Encyclopedia Britannia, CIA’s World Factbook, as well primary sources of national censuses.
The data is for only one year for each country and territory. This is the best dataset to see the
impact of heterogeneity on the social tolerance characteristics of people across the world.
Major Episodes of Political Violence (MEPV) Data
The Major Episodes of Political Violence data is provided by the Center for Systemic
Peace (Marshall 2017) and contains data between 1946 to 2016. MEPV provides a complete list
of major events that resulted in 500 or more deaths. Major episodes for countries were coded
based on one of seven categories of armed conflict: international violence, international war,
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international independence war, civil violence, civil war, ethnic violence, and ethnic war. In the
current study, I recode the original variables and create a dichotomous variable, where “1” refers
to any type of major episodes for a given country, “0” refers to no societal and interstate
violence/war/conflict. I used data of the MEPV beginning 2000 to 2010 - 10 years before the
WVS –Wave 6 collected.
Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI) Data
The CPI provides data about perceptions of corruption for 180 countries and territories
based on 13 data sources – experts and business people - through 11 independent institutions
(Lambsdorff 2008). The CPI is provided by the Transparency International agency that began in
1993 in Berlin, Germany. The Transparency International is a non-governmental and politically
non-partisan institution. The mission of the CPI is highlight corruption across the globe and
promote transparency and democracy in the world. The CPI ranks 180 countries on a scale, in
which “0” refers to highly corrupted country, while bigger numbers refer to less-corruption and
“100” represents very clean country.
Freedom House Data
The Freedom House dataset comes from Freedom House, a US based non-governmental
organization. Freedom House provides research about democracy, political freedom, and human
rights issues across the globe. The Freedom House organization releases an annual report that
highlights each countries’ degree of political freedoms and civil liberties. The Freedom in the
World annual report provides the degree of political freedom in nations and territories since
1972. This data is highly used by researchers to capture countries’ political regime type.
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I combined the political rights and civil liberties scales of the Freedom House on a scale
of 1 to 7 in which the higher number refers to least freedom and lower number refers to most
freedom. I combined the political rights and civil liberties scales starting from 2005 to 2010 and
took an average score for each country. It basically five years average data before the World
Values Survey-Wave6 was collected. With the exception of Palestine and Hong Kong, 58
countries had Freedom House score based on World Value Survey-Wave 6.
State Fragility Index (SFI)
The State Fragility Index (SFI) is a report that is published annually by the Fund For
Peace and the Foreign Policy magazine (Marshall and Cole 2008) since 2005. It first appeared on
the Foreign Policy bulletin in March 2007 (Marshall and Cole 2008). The data is publicly
available for 2005 until 2013. The SFI provides information about the United Nation states – all
sovereign states - and provides states’ vulnerability for conflict. Ranking of countries on that
index is based on 12 indicators: security apparatus, factionalized elites, group grievance,
economic decline and property, uneven economic development, human flight and brain drain,
state legitimacy, public services, human rights and rule of law, demographic pressures, refugees
and internally displaced persons, and external intervention. I use this data in my analysis of
chapter 4 in order to see its association with social tolerance on people. I expect that respondents
who live in more fragile countries report social intolerance toward people of a different race,
immigrant/foreign workers, homosexuals, and those who believe in another religion.
The Association of Religion Data Archivers (ARDA)
The Association of Religion Data Archivers (ARDA) is housed at the Social Science
Research Institute of the Pennsylvania State University. It is publicly available information about
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religions across the world. The ARDA provides portion of each religion groups by country level.
I am using this data because I want to examine the association between cultures of a society –
through the major religious group in a country – with the social tolerance level of people within a
country. The culture of a country may have an independent effect on both social tolerance and
physical and mental well-being. I use this country variable in the analyses of chapters four and
five.
Analytic Strategies for Chapter IV
I am using Stata-14 and 15 (StataCorp 2015) in order to merge, re-code, and analyze the
data in the current study. I present the mean differences of social tolerance for countries that are
listed in the World Values Survey – wave 6. I merged the individual and country level data sets.
The data is hierarchically structured so that individuals are nested within countries.
Due to the nature of my dependent variables, I am using multiple multilevel (hierarchical)
logistic regression analysis in which individuals are nested within countries, to explore the effect
of country level characteristics on self-identified social tolerance of people by controlling for
both individual and country level characteristics. I have four binary variables – two possible
outcomes – whether respondents agree to have a neighbor of a different background or not. With
binary dependent variables, researchers aim to estimate the probability of success or failure. The
odds ratios that are presented in table 4.4 and table 5.4 can be understood as the change in the
odds of the dependent variables (accepting to have a neighbor or not) given the presence of
certain characteristics (for dichotomous variables, such as Gender and Marital status) or unit of
increase in a predictor (continuous variables, such as age of respondents and educational
attainment). My analysis will include a series of country dummy variables and the reason for this
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is to observe individual level predictors with country level predictors. Country fixed effects will
help to look at unobserved heterogeneity across countries.
I am using the logistic regression analysis models due to the nature of my dependent
variables. Theoretically, I will be able to observe only two states as 0 and 1 of my dependent
variables (as well as missing values of my dependent variables). In addition, I assume that the
logit of my outcome variables (social tolerance) has a linear relationship with covariates. In my
analysis, I am modeling 1s, which is “social tolerance” or “accepting out-group members as
neighbor”; and 0 refers to rejecting of living as a neighbor or social intolerance. In other words, I
am modeling the 1s that respondents have reported in the World Values Surveys for my outcome
variables by comparing it to the 0s.
Due to the nature of my dependent variables (binary variables), I needed to increase the
sample size, and I met this requirement with my cross-national observations from 57 countries
and three disputed territories. Yet, due to missing responses of the dependent variable in several
countries, my country level sample is based on 50 countries. As in the logistic models, I am no
longer able to use direct identity link between the outcome (social tolerance) and the predictors,
instead the coefficients will be in the metric of log odds (or the log of the odds). The STATA
statistical package allows me to exponentiate the log of the odds to odds ratio. Throughout of my
models, I will discuss and interpret results in an odds ratio metric.
Analytic Strategies for Chapter V
For the analysis of the chapter five, I am using Stata-14 and 15 (StataCorp 2015). I use
STATA statistical program for merging, re-coding, and analyzing of both individual and country
level datasets as well. In figure 5.1, I show each country that has been covered in the World
Values Survey – Wave 6 and their social tolerance mean. There are three countries that were not
53

answered social tolerance scale items: Japan, Kuwait, and Egypt. The data of this chapter is
hierarchically structured that individuals are nested within countries.
There are two types of dependent variables in my study. Due to the nature of the selfrated health variable – which is a dichotomous variable –, I use multilevel logistic regression
model. I am modeling 1s - good and very good health- in my multilevel logistic regression
model. The second dependent variable in my study is measuring respondents’ well-being through
life satisfaction variable in the World Values Surveys – wave 6. The well-being variable ranges
from 0 to 10, therefore, it is a continuous variable. I use multilevel linear regression models to
explore the association between well-being and social tolerance.
Analytic Strategies for Chapter VI
The comparative-historical approach will allow me to study social formation and
transformation of these countries and their impact on reporting social tolerance toward racially
different, immigrant/foreign workers, homosexuals, and religiously different people. The macrohistorical or comparative historical approach allows researchers to systematically investigate the
spatial transformation of a space – continent, country, region, and city – and use multiple
methods and data sources to be able to compare states across the time and space (Lune, Pumar,
and Koppel 2010). The unit of analysis of my study is state – namely the United States, Turkey,
and South Africa. The comparative-historical approach requires a well-versed history knowledge
of space that one works. In my dissertation, I am well versed with history of race and racism in
the US due to my extensive study in the United States on social inequalities; in the Turkish
context, I have learned and personally face some of the ethnic conflicts; and for South African
context, I specifically focused on learning race relations through reading some historical books.
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An example of the very known comparative-historical approach is the study of Immanuel
Wallerstein (1974), in which he extensively explored world history and social change by
emphasizing the world-system. He focused on the analysis of the historical changes on
capitalism transformation and impact of transformation of the capitalism on nation states
relations and structural organizations of countries based on dependency view (Wallerstein 1974).
Another very important example of work using the comparative-historical approach is the study
of Weber, and his seminal work, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism (Weber 2003)
– originally published in 1905.
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CHAPTER IV
A CROSS-NATIONAL ANALYSIS OF DETERMINANTS OF SOCIAL TOLERANCE
Introduction
Although political scientists, philosophers, and historians have extended the tolerance
literature in a quite positive way, hence the study of Samuel A. Stouffer a prominent American
sociologist, has brought a new perspective into the tolerance literature by developing a largescale measurement strategy into the literature. Stouffer (1955) focused on the tolerance and
developed a large-scale survey to measure the tolerance level of people in the United States.
Stouffer (1955) wanted to investigate the perceptions of people on several predominantly leftwing groups and whether people agreed to extend their civil rights in society. Two decades after
the prominent study of Stouffer, Nunn et al. (1978) conducted same study in the United States
and found approximately same results that the majority of Americans did not agree to extend
civil rights to communists, homosexuals, and atheists.
Although tolerance studies heavily used Stouffer’s tolerance measurement strategy in
order to investigate its association with socio-demographic variables in society, Sullivan et al.
(1979) focused on the measurement issue and created a new strategy to measure tolerance level
of people. Sullivan et al. (1979) argued that attitudes of people between the 1950s to 1970s has
stayed same because of the state’s feelings on communists, socialists, and atheists (left-wing
groups) did not change in individual and also in country’s political agenda. In the same vein,
Mondak and Sanders (2003) focused on the tolerance level of people in the United States and
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recorded an increase of the tolerance level of people between 1976 and 1998. Mondak and
Sanders (2003) argued that the tolerance level of people toward racist had decreased (less than
9%) compared to homosexuals (44%), however, towards atheists, communists, and militarists it
had increased (about 28% during that period). Although results of these studies are important, I
am not using the same groups as well as same dataset. These studies specifically examined
whether people would extend civil rights to least-liked groups in the United States. Furthermore,
these studies were conducted after World War II, therefore, least-liked groups of that time are
different than today’s least-liked groups, with the exception of homosexuals.
In this chapter, I investigate individual and contextual level factors that explain variation
of social tolerance of people. What are the social and economic factors that play significant role
on defining individual as tolerant or intolerant? What kind of contextual factors that influence
people to be tolerant or intolerant in societies?
Some severe forms of intolerance attitudes and behaviors can be listed as follows;
hostility (a state of ill and bad association), sexism (in which policies that exclude women to
participate into society and assumptions that men are superior to women), racism (in which one
race is considered intrinsically superior to others), ethno-centrism (the belief that one’s own
ethnic group or culture is superior the rest), anti-Semitism (discrimination, prejudice, and
hostility toward Jews people), xenophobia (generally it is fear or hatred of foreigners, different
cultures, and customs), aggressive nationalism (discrimination and hatred against people who are
nationally different from oneself), and religious fanaticism (dislike, hatred, and hostility against
people who are not practicing same religion). All these types of major forms of intolerance
behaviors violate essential human rights as well as negatively impact peaceful coexistence
among group members in societies. In my dissertation, I identify social tolerance by exploring
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people’s willingness of accepting people of a different race, immigrant/foreign workers,
homosexuals, and people who believe in another religion as neighbors. Therefore, my
dissertation investigates racism, xenophobia, homophobia, and religious social intolerance with a
sociological perspective.
It is important to conduct this study because extreme types of intolerance attitudes and
behaviors are seen throughout the world, such as actual wars and armed conflicts between
different ethnic groups (ethno-religious conflicts in Middle East and African countries); racial
conflicts and oppression and segregation (e.g. apartheid in South Africa, racial inequalities in the
US); conditions of violence towards women or sexual minorities; the 9/11 terrorist attack to
World Trade Centers. According to a Human Rights Watch Organization report , approximately
150,000 people reached European countries by sea as a refugee that they flee from poverty, war,
and persecution that they faced in their home countries (Human Rights Watch 2018). The same
report documented that seven violent attacks happened in European Union countries by
extremists, leave people dead or seriously injured (Human Rights Watch 2018). Populist
extremist political parties received much more support over the European politics, such as radical
right parties in France, Austria, and Germany gained more seats in parliamentarians by
promising anti-immigration, anti-refugee, anti-Muslim policy agenda in their programs.
While the main promise of the tolerance is “the regulation of the tolerator’s behavior
toward the tolerated” (Schirmer et al. 2012); recently, negative consequences of intolerance
attitudes, at the individual and institutional levels have been much more intense and visible
throughout the United States. According to the Federal Investigation Bureau (FBI) - 2016 Hate
Crimes Statistics 7,615 victims faced various types of bias oriented incidents (U.S. Department
of Justice / Federal Bureau of Investigation n.d.) in the US only. According to FBI statistics,
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4,426 victims faced race or ethnicity types of biases, 1,584 incidents were religion motivated,
and 1,255 victims faced sexual orientation biased in 2016. This statistic is an example of
intolerance attitudes towards different race/ethnicity, anti-religion (including Catholics,
Protestants, Muslims, Jewish, and other religion group members), and homosexuals. Because of
their race, ethnicity, sexual orientation, religion, or other minority group status people are
discriminated against and face intolerant attitudes in the US and the world. The latest FBI
statistics showed that hate crimes against Muslims increased by 67 percent in 2015 (Anon 2017).
According to Richard Cohen (2017), the President of Southern Poverty Law Center, in the last
two years period of hate crimes in the US (from 2014 to 2016) the number of reported hate
crimes has risen by 12 percent, which first time happened in a decade in the US. The FBI report
showed a 25 percent rise in these incidents happened right after the presidential election in the
US, especially during the final three months of 2016 (Cohen 2017).
Data and Variables
I utilize wave-6 of the World Values Surveys. The surveys are conducted by using a
standardized questionnaire in 57 countries and three territories. In each country, the WVS covers
a different range of topics, such as perceptions of life, state of health, environment, work, family,
politic and society, religion and moral, national identity, security, science, and sociodemographics. This survey provides valuable information about changes of values in developed,
developing, and under-developed countries. Although the General Social Survey (GSS) has
asked respondents about their willingness to extend civil liberties to mostly left-wing groups political tolerance-, World Values Survey is the only survey that provide information about
social tolerance dimensions of people cross-nationally. Therefore, it is the best suitable dataset
that allows me to investigate the level of social tolerance of people in the world.
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Here is the list of countries that are covered in the wave-6 of the WVS: Algeria,
Azerbaijan, Argentina, Australia, Armenia, Brazil, Belarus, Chile, China, Taiwan, Colombia,
Cyprus, Ecuador, Egypt Estonia, Georgia, Palestine, Germany, Ghana, Haiti, Hong Kong, India,
Iraq, Japan, Kazakhstan, Jordan, the Republic of Korea, Kuwait, Kyrgyzstan, Lebanon, Libya,
Libya, Malaysia, Mexico, Morocco, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, the
Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Russia, Rwanda, Singapore, Slovenia, South Africa,
Zimbabwe, Spain, Sweden, Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukraine, the
United States, Uruguay, Uzbekistan, and Yemen.
In my country level analysis, respondents’ views on social tolerance toward racially
different, immigrants/foreign workers, homosexuals, and those who believe in a different
religion were not asked in Egypt. In addition to Egypt, in Kuwait and Japan people were not
asked about their social tolerance toward homosexuals. Finally, respondents were not asked
about their willingness to be a neighbor of people of a different religion in Kuwait. Overall,
sample of three countries were not included in country level analysis (Egypt’s sample size:
1,523; Japan’s sample size: 2,443; Kuwait’s sample size: 1,303 – Overall 5,269 response were
not included in my country level analysis).
The overall sample size of the WVS in wave-6 is 89,565 individuals. With the exception
of New Zealand, Poland, and Trinidad and Tobago samples, the rest of the countries have a
sample size of more than 1,000 individuals. In my study, I do not examine changes of social
tolerance of people over time, because the WVS is not a panel-data and so it does not follow
same individuals over time.
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Dependent Variables
The dependent variable is self-declared Social Tolerance. In this chapter, social tolerance
is operationalized as tolerance toward groups (not individual people) and whether respondents
agree to have a member of listed group as a neighbor. This measurement is not based on additive
index of variables, instead I am using social tolerance towards each group separately. Adding
questions regarding people’s willingness to have certain group members as a neighbor to
generate an index means that each question has the same value or importance for the respondent.
One can be socially tolerant toward another member of a different race but intolerant towards
those who have AIDS. This condition does not make that person overall socially intolerant; but
only socially intolerant toward those who have AIDS.
Bangweyo-Skeete (2013), Bangweyo-Skeete and Zihhari (2011), Milligan, Andersen, and
Brym (2014), Hadler (2012), and Dunn and Singh (2014) have used similar approaches (multidimensional) in their analysis to evaluate social tolerance of people towards racially different,
religiously different, homosexuals, those who have AIDS, and immigrants/foreign workers. They
constructed dummy variables to capture people’s social tolerance towards each group separately.
In line with literature regarding operationalization of tolerance, I propose to follow studies of
Bangweyo-Skeete and Zikhari (2013), Hadler (2012), Bangweyo-Skeete and Zihhari (2011), and
Milligan et al. (2014) studies to operationalize my dependent variables. For example, BangweyoSkeete and Zikhari (2013; 2011) focused only on Latin American and Sub-Saharan countries in
their study. Milligan et al. (2014) used data from 23 Muslim majority countries and people’s
tolerance toward ethnic, racial, and religiously different people. However, my study differs from
previous studies by including a larger dataset in chapters four and five.
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The measure of self-declared social tolerance is based on question asked in the WVS
questionnaires: “On this list are various groups of people. Could you please mention any that
you would not like to have as neighbors?” The list of groups is ‘drug addicts’, ‘people of a
different race’, ‘people who have AIDS’, ‘immigrants/foreign workers’, ‘homosexuals’, ‘people
of a different religion’, ‘heavy drinkers’, ‘unmarried couples living together’, and ‘people who
speak a different language’. Respondents answered these questions by mentioning any of these
categories. While mentioning a category means the respondent is socially intolerant, not
mentioning a category means that the respondent declared social tolerance toward a selected
group of people.
I accordingly constructed four dummy variables for each group in order to capture selfdeclared social tolerance of people. I created dummy variables that the value of “1” equals to if
respondents mentioned the category and “0” if not mentioned. In other words, “1” refers to social
tolerance, and “0” refers to social intolerance.
Race
The WVS asked respondents as follows; “Would not like to have as neighbors: People of
a different race”. Respondents were given two options, “Mentioned (1) and Not-Mentioned (2)”.
I recode the variable as “1” represents “Racial Social Tolerance” and “0” as “Racial Social
Intolerance”. Of the 88,024 respondents who answered this question, approximately 81 percent
(71,670) of the respondents report racial social tolerance while about 19 percent (16,354) report
racial social intolerance in individual level in 59 countries (Individuals in Egypt were not asked
this question).
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Immigrants / Foreign Workers
The WVS asked respondents as follows; “Would not like to have as neighbors:
Immigrant / Foreign workers”. Respondents were given two options, “Mentioned (1) and NotMentioned (2)”. I recode the variable as “1” represents “Social Tolerance toward immigrants /
foreign workers” and “0” as “Social Intolerance toward immigrants / foreign workers”. Of the
88,019 respondents, approximately one third of the respondents (25.29 % - 22,262 individuals)
report social intolerance while 74.71 percent (65,757) report social tolerance toward immigrants
or foreign workers.
Homosexuals
The WVS asked respondents as follows; “Would not like to have as neighbors:
Homosexuals”. Respondents were given two options, “Mentioned (1) and Not-Mentioned (2)”. I
recode the variable as “1” represents “Social Tolerance toward Homosexuals / Homophobia” and
“0” as “Social Intolerance toward homosexuals”. Out of 84,284 respondents, more than half of
the respondents (51.83% - 43,686) report social intolerance toward homosexuals, while 48.17
percent of the respondents (40,598) report social tolerance toward homosexuals.
Different Religion
The WVS asked respondents as follows; “Would not like to have as neighbors: People of
a different religion”. Respondents were given two options, “Mentioned (1) and Not-Mentioned
(2)”. I recode the variable as “1” represents “Social Tolerance toward people of a different
religion” and “0” as “Social Intolerance toward people of a different religion”. Of the 86,724
respondents who answered this question, about 20 percent (16,679) report social intolerance
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toward people of a different religion, while 80.77 percent (70,045) report social tolerance toward
people of a different religion.
Individual Level / Independent Variables
Education Attainment
Education attainment is considered as the most important determinant on various social
issues, including tolerance (Vogt 1997; Côté and Erickson 2009; Iglič 2010; Dražanová 2017). It
has been used as an important explanatory variable that affect overall people’s political and
social tolerance in previous studies (Bobo and Licari 1989; Dražanová 2017; Kingston et al.
2003; Nunn et al. 1978; Stouffer 1955; Vogt 1997). Based on previous studies, I include the
educational attainment of respondents. The WVS measured level of education of people by
various variables, I use the highest educational level attained of respondents to control for the
education effect on changes on social tolerance towards selected groups in my analysis.
The education level of people is controlled by an ordinal variable that has nine levels:
1=No formal education, 2= Incomplete elementary education, 3= Completed elementary
education, 4=Incomplete secondary school: technical, vocational type, 5= Complete secondary
school: technical/vocational type, 6= Incomplete secondary school: university preparatory type,
7= Complete secondary school: university preparatory type, 8= Some university-level education
without degree, 9= University-level education with degree. Based on previous literature on
tolerance and education, as well as learning / socialization hypothesis;
H1: I expect that higher educational attained individuals will be more likely to
report social tolerance toward members of each group. Higher educational attainment is
expected to raise the individual’s knowledge of various groups and so positively associated
with the social tolerance toward each group.
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Sex
Previous studies (Stouffer 1955; Nunn et al. 1978; Hadler 2012; Côté and Erickson 2009)
indicated that there are differences between male and female respondents regarding their
tolerance, therefore I am including this variable into my analysis. I recoded this variable and
named as “Female” and “0” refers to male and “1” refers to female respondents. Based on
previous findings of tolerance studies (Dražanová 2017; Hadler 2012; Nunn et al. 1978; Stouffer
1955), I expect that male respondents will report social intolerant attitudes towards selected
groups compared to female respondents. Correani, Dio, and Garofalo (2010) found in their study
that female respondents were more tolerant than males.
H2: Male respondents will be less likely to report social tolerance toward members
of each selected groups.
Age in Years
In the present study, age of respondents will be a control variable. Previous studies have
showed that young people are more tolerant than older ones (Stouffer 1955; Cutler and Kaufman
1975; Iglič 2010). While the study of Corneo and Jeanne (2009) and Correani et al. (2010) found
a concave non-linear relationship between age and tolerance. Bangwayo-Skeete and Zikhali
(2013) found a nonlinear inverted U-shaped relationship between age and social tolerance for
neighbors of a different religion. I expect that elderly people will be more likely to report social
intolerant attitudes toward listed groups across the globe. I may find conflicted results because
elderly people are more experienced and may had more contacts with various people in the
workplace throughout their life.
H3: As age of respondents’ increases, social tolerance toward selected groups will be
less likely.
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Marital Status
Previous research indicated that those who are married indicated lower levels of tolerance
toward minority groups. Bangwayo-Skeete and Zikhali (2013) and Corneo and Jeanne (2009)
used marital status in their studies and found that married individuals are less likely to report
social tolerance toward homosexuals as a neighbor. Due to this reason, I am including this
variable into my equation and want to see whether marital status has an association with social
tolerance at the individual level. I recoded the variable into a dichotomous variable as follows:
1=Respondents are married or living together as partners, 0=Respondents are divorced,
separated, widowed, and single.
H4: Compare to married respondents, un-married people will be less likely to
report social tolerance toward selected groups.
Employment Status
Employment status of respondents is an important variable that may affect their tolerance
toward listed groups. The effect of unemployment on social tolerance is captured through a
dummy variable whether respondents have a full-time job or not. I recode this variable as 1
represents those who have full time job, and 0 refers to those who do not have full-time job.
Previous studies showed that unemployed people have lower levels of tolerance compared to
employed people. It is possible that full-time employed people exposed to greater degree of
diversity and different values, while unemployed people may not have that experience, which in
turn affect their tolerance toward out group members in society. This variable will let me test the
threat and competition theory that are emphasized in the literature. I expect that unemployed
respondents will report social intolerance toward immigrants and those who speak different
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language. Because being unemployed might trigger the idea that immigrants and foreign workers
take jobs from them.
H5: Those who have a full-time job will be more likely report social tolerance toward
immigrants/foreign workers, compare to those who are unemployed and half-time employed.
Income – Social Economic Class
Socio-Economic Class is also argued to be an important determinant that has an impact
on the tolerance level of people towards out-group members. I measure the social economic class
of individuals through their income level. Previous studies highlighted that middle class people
are likely to report higher levels of tolerance than higher- and lower-class individuals (Côté and
Erickson 2009). In the WVS, respondents were asked to define their income, ranges from 0
(lower step) to 10 (tenth step – the highest in income level). Driven by previous literature, I
expect that those with lower step (lower income level) are less likely to report social tolerance
toward selected groups.
H6: Higher income people will be more likely report social tolerance toward selected
groups compare to lower-income people.
Religiosity
Previous studies highly emphasized the importance of religiosity on people’s tolerance
level (Beatty and Walter 1984; Eisenstein 2006; Eisenstein et al. 2017; Nunn et al. 1978; Smidt
and Penning 1982). Contemporary studies also explored this association and found that those
who participate religious services regularly are less tolerant than non-participants (Altınoğlu
2017; Beatty and Walter 1984; Ellison and Musick 1993; Froese et al. 2008).
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I measure religiosity through important of God in respondents’ life. Driven by the
literature, I use this variable to control for the impact of religiosity on individuals’ social
tolerance towards listed group members. Due to these reasons, I am including this variable in my
equations when I check for the impact of religiosity on respondents’ social tolerance.
Respondents asked to report “how important is God in your life (V145)” that ranges 1 to 10 in
the survey and I recoded this variable and named it as ‘religiosity’. Higher number represents
greater level of religiosity.
H7: As religiosity increases, reporting social tolerance toward selected groups will
be less likely. Specifically, those with a higher degree of religiosity will be less likely to
report social tolerance toward homosexuals.
Social Capital
Previous studies show that social capital is an important determinant for tolerance (Wise
and Driskell 2017). Driven by the literature, I measure social capital of respondents with the
question “generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you need to
be very careful in dealing with people?” I recode this variable into a dichotomous in which 1
represents if respondent reported that most people can be trusted, as 0 if they do not trust people.
H8: Respondents with higher social capital will be more likely to report social
tolerance toward selected groups.
Country Level / Independent Variables
At the country level analysis, I explore country level factors / determinants that are
associated with reporting social tolerance toward racially different, immigrants/foreign workers,
homosexuals, and religiously different people. I am not using ethnicity, race, and religion
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denominations affiliation in my individual level analysis, as independent variables. Because there
are many ethnic and religion groups listed in these countries. Therefore, these dimensions are not
comparable cross-nationally. Hence, in order to control for ethnic and racial differences affect
(ethnic antagonism) on social tolerance, I employ the ethnic fractionalization index at country
level to explore likelihood of reporting social tolerance toward selected groups. In addition, I use
major religions at the country level to control for the impact of culture on likelihood of reporting
social tolerance.
I indicated in the introduction chapter that extreme types of social intolerant attitudes
have increased throughout the world, therefore, I explore factors that affect social intolerance not
only in developed countries, but also developing countries. Below, I list country level variables
that I use in my multiple logistic regression analyses. Furthermore, I list my hypotheses for
country level variables.
Fractionalization
By creating a list of ethnic and religious fractionalization scores for each country that are
listed in the World Values Survey based on the study of Alesina et al. (2003), I am focusing on
the impact of the ethnic and religious heterogeneity level of countries on reporting social
tolerance toward racially different, immigrants/foreign workers, homosexuals, and religiously
different people. For example, the argument of contact theory is that interaction between people
from different background is expected to increase their level of tolerance (Allport 1979; Lijphart
1997). Countries with higher ethnic and religious heterogeneity may increase people’s level of
contact and so their tolerance. Ethnic Fractionalization is a scale that measures the degree of
ethnic, linguistic, and religious heterogeneity and homogeneity of countries. The measure of the
fractionalization index ranges from 0 to 1 where higher number represent higher level of ethnic
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and religious heterogeneity and lower number indicates homogeneity in terms of ethnic and
religion population.
H9: I expect that countries with higher level of heterogeneity will be likely to report
social tolerance towards selected groups compare to ethnically and religiously homogenous
countries.
Conflict (Major Episodes of Political Violence – MEPV)
It is a country level variable that provides information about all types of major armed
conflict episodes. It is important to explore the societal effects of warfare on individuals’
attitudes in a society toward one another. Basically, warfare may negatively affect people of a
society in multiple ways, such as human resources of a country may negatively affect by the war.
It may increase violence among people of a different race, ethnicity, and beliefs. As result of
warfare, people’s attitudes toward out-group members may negatively affect. MEPV provides
data about interstate, societal, and communal warfare for all countries in the world. In the
MEPV, episodes based on seven categories of armed conflict: international violence,
international war, international independence war, civil violence, civil war, ethnic violence, and
ethnic war. In my study, I recoded these seven categories and created a dichotomous variable in
which “1” represents occurring of any type of major episodes for a given country, “0” refers to
no societal and interstate violence/war/conflict. I used data of the MEPV beginning 2000 to 2010
- 10 years before the WVS –Wave 6 collected.
H10: Individuals in countries that have major episodes will be less likely to report
social tolerance toward selected groups compare to countries that have no major episodes.
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GDP Per Capita
As study the of Inglehart (1997, 2005) concluded that as economic development
increases, individuals value more complex and post-materialist phenomena rather than physical
phenomena. Such as, individuals in developed countries with value higher level of social and
political tolerance. Berggren and Nilsson (2013) concluded in their study that higher level of
tolerance is associated with economic growth of countries. The level of economic development
of countries will be measured through GDP per capita in my study.
I use PPP GDP Per capita from the World Bank, International Comparison Program
database (Anon n.d.). According to the World Bank (Anon n.d.), PPP GDP per capita is gross
domestic product converted to international dollars by using the power parity rates. PPP stands
for the “purchasing power parity.” It is a value of all goods and services that produced by each
country by dividing it to the average population of a given year. According to World Bank
(Anon n.d.), an international dollar has the same purchasing power over GDP as the US dollars. I
expect that countries with higher level of GDP per capita with US dollars, will report higher
levels of tolerance.
H11: I expect that individuals in countries with higher GDP per Capita will be more
likely to report social tolerance toward racially different, immigrants/foreign workers,
homosexuals, and religiously different people, compare to those who live in countries with
lower GDP per Capita.
Corruption Perception Index
The data came from the Corruption Perceptions Index 2012 (Transparency International
2012). Corruption can be very detrimental on lives of individuals, communities, countries, as
well as institutions. It may generate hatred and increase social intolerance toward those groups or
71

individuals who perform corruption. The Corruption Perceptions Index ranges countries on a
scale from 0 (highly corrupt) to 100 (very clean). In my study, I use corruption score of countries
that were available in the World Values Survey.
H12: I expect that individuals in countries with higher corruption will be less likely
to report social tolerance toward racially different, immigrants/foreign workers,
homosexuals, and religiously different people, compare to those who live in countries with
lower corruption.
Freedom House (Democracy)
This indicator will capture the effect of a political system on individuals’ social tolerance
toward selected groups. The data came from Freedom House, which is a United States based
non-governmental organization that conducts research on democracy and freedom around the
world (Freedom House 2014). The organization publishes annual Freedom in the World Report
that provides information about each country’s degree of political freedom and civil liberties. I
combine political rights and civil liberties scales of the Freedom House. Higher scores indicate
more democracy, while lower numbers refer to non-democratic countries. I combine political
rights and civil liberties scales starting from 2005 to 2010 and took an average score for each
country. It basically five years average data before the World Values Survey-wave 6 collected.
Except Palestine and Hong Kong, 58 countries had Freedom House score.
H13: I expect that as democracy of a country score increases, the likelihood of
reporting social tolerance toward selected group members within these countries will be
higher than those who live in undemocratic (autocratic) countries.
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State Fragility Index
This indicator provides information about Effectiveness and Legitimacy in four
performance dimensions (Security, Political, Economic, and Social) for 167 countries with
greater than 500,000 population (Anon n.d.). The fragility index ranks countries based on their
performance of Effectiveness and Legitimacy Each of performance dimensions rated on a fourpoint scale as “0” refers to “no fragility”, 1 for “low fragility”, 2 for “medium fragility”, and 3
for “high fragility”, except the Economic Effectiveness indicator that is rated from 0 (no
fragility) to 4 (extreme fragility). The state fragility index combines eight indicators in which
ranges from 0 (no fragility) to 25 (extreme fragility). I include this variable in my country level
covariates because fragility score of a country provides information about whether a country is
weak in terms of security, politic, and economy.
H14: I expect that the likelihood of reporting social tolerance toward selected
groups in countries with high fragility score will be less likely compared to those who live in
low fragility score countries.
Urbanization
Residents in urban areas are considered to be more tolerant than those who live in rural
areas (Stouffer 1955; Nunn et al. 1978; Côté and Erickson 2009). Cities provide various settings
for individuals where people with different background engage and interact with one another,
which positively affect their attitudes toward out-group members.
At the individual level, the WVS provide information about size of town of respondents. I
dichotomized the original variable as “1” represents communities with more than 50,000
residents (urban), and “0” represents communities with less than 50,000 residents (rural).
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Although I recoded this individual level variable, after running a basic descriptive
analysis, I find that 18,623 observations were missing; therefore, I did not include these
observations in my final analysis. My overall sample size would significantly diminish and so
my findings would be problematic. In order to find a solution for this important variable, I decide
to use percent of urbanization data came from The World Bank – World Development Indicators
for 2010.
H15: Based on previous findings of tolerance studies, those who live in urban areas
are expected to report more social tolerance than those who live in rural areas toward
immigrants, homosexuals, and those who speak different language.
Major Religions
The data of this variable came from the Association of Religion Data Archivers (ARDA
2006). The ARDA is a free data source that allows researchers to conduct studies not only in
American religions (state level) but also cross-nationally when international data archive was
added to its system in 2006. The ARDA data allows me to examine the role of religion on
individuals’ social tolerance levels cross-nationally. Religion, as a cultural phenomenon, is an
important determinant that affects people and their attitudes toward out-group members. I create
a set of dummy variables for Christians, Muslim, Buddhist, and Other for each country that were
listed in the WVS-wave 6.
H16: Those who live in Christian majority countries will be more likely to report
social tolerance toward selected group members, compared to Muslim, Buddhist, and other
religion majority countries.
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Results
Descriptive Results
Individual Level
Table 4.1 shows correlations for all measures used in the analyses. Table 4.2 shows the
descriptive statistics of both dependent and independent variables that are included in the
models. The mean of the dummy variables can be understood as the proportion of the sample
that has been coded as “1”. Descriptive statistics displays that respondents were least tolerant
toward homosexuals as its mean score is .481. In other words, 48.1 percent of respondents report
social tolerance toward homosexuals across the world. The highest social tolerance is toward
people of a different race (81.4%), followed by those who believe in another religion (80.7%),
and immigrants / foreign workers (74.7%). Respondents across the world reported social
tolerance towards race more than other categories. On the other hand, approximately half of
respondents in individual level reported homophobia in the current study.
Education level of respondents is measured with a nine-step that ranging from 1 as “no
formal education” to 9 as “university-level education, with degree”. The mean score for the
education attainment is 5.65. This score means that on average respondents has completed more
that “secondary school: university-preparatory type” around the world, yet there are differences
in country level.
In the sample, around 52.2 percent of respondents are female and the average age is 41.93
years old. Of the respondents, about 63 percent reported married or living together as a couple.
Close to 32 percent of the surveyed respondents reported that they are full-time employed. I
theorize that individuals who have full-time jobs will report social tolerance towards each
selected group than those who do not have full-time job to meet their needs. I use self-reported
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income level of people to look at impact of it on their level of social tolerance towards out-group
members. Income ranges from 1 to 10 – in which higher number represents higher income. The
average score of income is 4.82 for respondents that answered this question.
Religiosity, measured as the importance of God in their life, ranges from 1 (not at all
important) to 10 (very important) – in which higher number means greater level of religiosity.
The average religiosity score of respondents is 7.754. I measure social capital with the questions
“generally speaking, would you say that most people can be trusted or that you need to be very
careful dealing with people?” I dichotomized this variable as 1 represents that respondents
reported “most people can be trusted,” and 0 represents if respondents “need to be very careful.”

76

Table 4.1
Race (1)
Immigrant (2)

Correlations
(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

0.422

1

Religion (4)

0.158

0.189

1

Education (5)

0.478

0.364

0.171

1

Female (6)

0.045

0.015

0.031

0.075

1

Age (7)

0.014

0.021

0.045

-0.001

-0.041

1

Married (8)

-0.002

-0.002

0.042

0.015

-0.198

0.021

Employed (9)

-0.024

-0.034

-0.026

-0.019

-0.098

-0.016

0.223

1

0.047

0.007

0.045

0.071

0.234

-0.155

-0.100

0.060

1

Religiosity (11)

-0.005

-0.041

0.020

0.016

0.271

-0.027

-0.102

0.036

0.140

1

Social Trust (12)

-0.029

-0.008

-0.184

-0.074

-0.126

0.060

-0.097

-0.005

-0.121

-0.002

1

Language Fract (13)
Religion Fract (14)
Conflict (15)
GDP Per Capita (16)

(13)

(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)

(20)

(21)

(22)

1

Homosexual (3)

Income (10)

(12)

1

0.025

0.017

0.079

0.036

0.096

-0.012

0.068

0.023

0.058

0.054

-0.229

1

-0.030

-0.135

-0.053

-0.018

-0.031

-0.023

-0.074

0.032

-0.046

0.071

0.030

-0.005

1

0.065

0.010

0.066

0.119

0.138

0.019

0.033

-0.064

0.072

0.045

-0.209

0.110

0.326

1

-0.087

-0.050

-0.138

-0.120

-0.086

-0.032

-0.085

0.058

-0.123

-0.101

0.130

-0.037

0.070

-0.272

1

Corruption (17)

0.065

-0.047

0.159

0.089

0.134

0.014

0.119

0.003

0.144

0.134

-0.205

0.136

-0.133

0.026

-0.359

1

Democracy (18)
Urban Population
(19)

0.111

0.042

0.318

0.137

0.098

0.006

0.196

0.012

0.130

0.071

-0.375

0.183

-0.099

0.205

-0.523

0.681

1

-0.102

-0.075

-0.318

-0.125

-0.015

0.006

-0.138

0.018

-0.034

0.034

0.223

-0.034

-0.086

-0.249

0.324

-0.170

-0.641

1

Christian (20)

0.054

0.017

0.210

0.072

0.171

0.024

0.096

-0.066

0.129

0.064

-0.139

0.068

-0.401

0.022

-0.339

0.590

0.563

-0.211

1

Muslim (21)

0.141

0.165

0.180

0.159

0.112

0.040

0.079

-0.109

0.072

-0.121

-0.098

-0.044

-0.109

0.279

-0.306

-0.060

0.140

-0.443

0.170

1

Buddhist (22)

-0.143

-0.096

-0.235

-0.183

-0.083

-0.019

-0.148

0.023

-0.073

0.141

0.321

-0.076

-0.029

-0.385

0.221

-0.042

-0.339

0.528

-0.081

-0.704

1

Other religions (23)

-0.008

-0.052

0.032

0.021

0.043

-0.004

0.036

0.052

0.055

0.024

-0.285

0.143

-0.111

0.133

0.026

0.203

0.217

0.145

0.092

-0.333

-0.195

Note: Language Frac and Religion Frac abbreviated for fractionalizations.
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1

(23)

Table 4.2

Descriptive statistics.

Variable description
Individual Level
Dependent Variables

Mean

SD

Min

Max

N

Immigrant

0.814

_

0

1

88,024

Homosexual

0.747

_

0

1

88,019

Religion
Individual Level
Covariates
Education

0.481

_

0

1

84,284

0.807

_

0

1

Female

5.65

2.421

1

9

88,766

Age

0.522

_

0

1

89,474

Married

41.93

16.552

16

102

89,382

Employment

0.627

_

0

1

89,321

Income

0.318

_

0

1

88,038

Religiosity

4.825

2.1

1

10

86,311

Social Capital / Trust
Country-Level

7.754

2.96

1

10

84,679

0.247

_

0

1

87,177

Religion Fractionalization

0.341

0.254

0.002

0.865

88,038

Conflict

0.451

0.264

0.002

0.86

89,565

GDP per Capita

0.435

_

0

1

88,565

Corruption

18696.95

19601.81

1064.733

114565

87,327

Freedom House

46.062

20.233

17

90

88,565

State Fragility Index (SFI)

6.857

3.896

2

14

87,565

Urbanization

7.041

5.111

0

19

87,565

Christian

64.624

19.976

0

100

86,961

Muslim

0.505

_

0

1

85,969

Buddhist

0.292

_

0

1

85,969

Other

0.077

_

0

1

85,969

Race

86,724

Language Fractionalization
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Figure 4.1

Percent of respondents reported social tolerance toward people of a different race.
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Figure 4.2

Percent of respondents reported social tolerance toward immigrant/foreign
workers.
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Figure 4.3

Percent of respondents reported social tolerance toward homosexuals.
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Figure 4.4

Percent of respondents reported social tolerance toward those who believe in a
different religion.
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Country Level
Figures 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4 show the distribution of social tolerance toward people of a
different race immigrant/foreign workers, homosexuals, and those who practice different religion
by country level scores.
When asked “Would not like to have as neighbors: People of a different race?” there are
10 countries (individuals within) reported similar and highest percentage of social tolerance
toward people of a different race. Figure 4.1 shows highest and lowest percentage of racial social
tolerance for countries that were listed on the WVS, here are countries with highest score of
social tolerance toward people of a different race: Argentina (99.13%), Trinidad and Tobago
(98.5%), Uruguay (98.4%), Brazil (98.12%), Sweden (97.35%), New Zealand (97.15%),
Colombia (96.76%), Rwanda (96.53%), Australia (95.26%), and Spain (95.12%). Within those
countries, it appears that countries in South America and Western European countries are more
likely to report the highest level of social tolerance toward people of a different race. Within
these countries, Rwanda (a country in East Africa) is the exception with its highest percent of
social tolerance toward people of a different race, because of its economic development level is
lower than any other country that indicated highest level of social tolerance toward people of a
different race.
Figure 4.1 shows countries with the lowest level of social tolerance toward people of a
different race. Among 60 countries there are 10 countries with the lowest percentage of social
tolerance toward people of a different race: Azerbaijan (43.51%), Libya (46.03%), Palestine
(56%), Thailand (60.17%), Lebanon (63.67%), Ecuador (65.47%), Yemen (66%), Turkey
(66.23%), Armenia (67.73%), and Georgia (67.89%). While the relationship is not perfect among
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these countries, the majority of them are predominantly Muslim and economically lessdeveloped countries.
Figure 4.2 shows the percent of respondents who reported social tolerance toward
immigrants/foreign workers for each country that has been covered in the World Values Survey
– Wave6. When asked respondents whether they “would not like to have as neighbors:
immigrant/foreign workers” 10 countries (individual within those countries) reported highest
level of social tolerance towards immigrants/foreign workers: Haiti (98.49%), Uruguay (98.3%),
Brazil (97.44%), Argentina (96.89%), Sweden (96.6%), Colombia (95.3%), Rwanda (94.56%),
New Zealand (94.05%), Trinidad and Tobago (93.19%), and Poland (92.44%). With slightly
different percentages, individuals in countries that reported the highest social tolerance toward
people of a different race are similar with highest percentage of social tolerance toward
immigrants/foreign workers.
Figure 4.2 shows countries with the lowest percent of social tolerance toward
immigrants/foreign workers. Of the 60 countries, there are 10 countries (individual within these
countries) that reported the lowest level of social tolerance towards immigrants/foreign workers:
Malaysia (40.31%), Libya (41.53%), Thailand (41.75%), India (52.89%), Qatar (53.49%), South
Africa (57.21%), South Korea (59.42%), Lebanon (59.58%), Palestine (60.1%) and Cyprus
(South Cyprus – 60.6%).
Figure 4.3 shows percent of respondents who have reported social tolerance toward
homosexuals. Out of 60 countries, Egypt, Kuwait and Japan were not included in the figure 4.3
because this question has not asked in both countries in Wave 6 of the World Values Survey. As
indicated in the descriptive table (table 4.2), worldwide, 52 percent of respondents reported
social intolerance toward homosexuals. When examined by country level, the vast majority of
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people in some countries reported social tolerance toward homosexuals, at the same time, in
some other countries vast majority of people reported social intolerance toward homosexuals.
The lowest percentage of social tolerance toward homosexuals has been reported in
Azerbaijan (6.39%), Armenia (7.45%), Zimbabwe (10.93%), Rwanda (11.59%), Georgia
(13.39%), Morocco (14.5%), Qatar (16.32%), Turkey (16.51%), Iraq (19.67%), and Ghana
(21.46%). The highest percentage of social tolerance toward homosexuals has been reported in
Sweden (96.35%), Spain (94.95%), the Netherlands (93.11%), Argentina (90.78%), Uruguay
(90.4%), Brazil (89.7%), Australia (85.99%), New Zealand (85.26%), Germany (79.35%), and
the United States (79.35%).
Figure 4.4 shows the percent of respondents reported social tolerance toward those who
believe in a different religion by country. Overall, 80.7% of respondents around the globe report
social tolerance toward those who believe in another religion. The figure 4.4 also shows that
countries with the highest percentage of social tolerance toward those who believe another
religion. There are 10 countries with highest percentage of social tolerance; New Zealand
(98.57%), Haiti (98.24%), Argentina (97.38%), the Netherlands (97.27%), Uruguay (97.1%),
Trinidad and Tobago (97.1%), the United States (97%), Spain (96.89%), Brazil (96.7%), and
Sweden (96.6%).
When examined at the country level, respondents in 10 countries report lowest score
among 60 countries: Armenia (42%), Libya (45.61%), Yemen (46.7%), Palestine (49.7%),
Algeria (57.33%), Georgia (63.64%), Turkey (65.23%), Kyrgyzstan (65.87%), Lebanon
(66.25%), and Japan (67.38%).
I include two country level fractionalization variables in my models: Language and
Religion fractionalizations. Fractionalization ranges from 0 to 1 as higher number represents
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greater fractionalization. Ethnic conflict and tensions are important determinants for people and
for nations globally. It may generate political and economic instability in a country. From this
point of view, I theorize that individuals in countries with a higher degree of ethnolinguistic
fractionalization will be more likely report social intolerant towards selected groups. Mean score
for religion fractionalization is .45, for language fractionalization the mean score is .33.
Of the 60 countries that were listed in the WVS wave-6, 59 countries had a language
fractionalization score, except Rwanda. Among these 59 countries, South Korea (.002) has the
lowest score for language fractionalization, followed by Yemen (.007), Palestine (.01), Tunisia
(.012), and Japan (.017). The highest language fractionalization score is in South Africa (.86),
followed by Nigeria (.85), Philippines (.83), India (.80), and Pakistan (.72).
Religion fractionalization score is available for all countries that were listed in the WVSWave6. Religion fractionalization scores differs from language fractionalization and countries
where majority of people are Muslim have the lowest scores for religion fractionalization as such
Yemen (.002) has the lowest religion fractionalization score, followed by Morocco (.003),
Turkey (.004), Algeria (.009), Tunisia (.01), Palestine (.03), and Libya (.05). The highest religion
fractionalizations are in South Africa (.86), United States (.82), Australia (.82), New Zealand
(.81) and Ghana (.79).
I use Major Episodes of Political Violence (MEPV) and Conflict Resolution data to
capture the impact of major armed conflict episodes on individuals’ views on out-group
members. I used data of the MEPV beginning 2000 to 2010 - 10 years before WVS –Wave 6
collected. In my study, I recode these variables into a dichotomous variable in which “1”
represents occurring of any type of major episodes for a given country, “0” refers to no societal
and interstate violence/war/conflict. The mean score of the “Conflict” variable is 0.435 for 59
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countries (expect Hong Kong) in my analysis. Between 2000 and 2010, 23 countries had some
type of major episodes/conflict.
GDP Per Capita stands for Gross Domestic Product per person for each country. It is a
highly used country level economic performance variable that allows researchers to make crosscountry comparisons. The mean score for GDP per capita among these 58 (Taiwan and Hong
Kong do not have GDP Per Capita information for these years) countries is $18696.95. Rwanda
has the lowest GDP per Capita score ($1,064), followed by Haiti ($1,611), Zimbabwe ($2,023),
Kyrgyzstan ($2,441), and Ghana ($2,581). The maximum GDP per Capita is in Qatar
($114,565), followed by Kuwait ($83,019), Singapore ($60,388), United States ($48,554), and
the Netherlands ($44,030).
The corruption index shows corruption score of public sectors of 59 countries (except
Palestine) of the WVS-Wave6 on a scale of 0-100, as 0 indicates a country is perceived as highly
corrupted and 100 refers to very clean country. The mean score of corruption is 46.06. The most
corrupted country among 59 countries is Uzbekistan with score of 17, followed by Iraq (18),
Haiti (19), Zimbabwe (20), and Libya (21). The least corrupted countries are New Zealand (90),
Sweden (88), Singapore (87), Australia (85), and the Netherlands (84).
Freedom House, as a nonprofit organization, publishes an annual report that highlights
degree of democracy in the globe. Of the 58 countries (except Hong Kong and Palestine), the
mean score is 6.78 on a range of 0 to 14 where higher number represents less democracy for
countries between 2005 to 2010. Of the 58 countries, Poland, Slovenia, Estonia, Spain, Cyprus,
Uruguay, Chile, United States, Germany, Netherlands, Australia, Sweden, and New Zealand
have the highest score (2) for democracy. The lowest democracy score is in Libya and
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Uzbekistan (14), followed by China and Belarus (13), Zimbabwe (12.6), Tunisia (11.6), Iraq
(11.5), and Qatar (11).
The mean score for State Fragility Index is 7.041 on a scale of 0 (no fragile) to 25 (the
extreme fragility) for 58 countries (except Hong Kong and Palestine). The minimum score is 0
and the maximum score is 19. There are nine countries with “0” score for fragility; Poland,
Slovenia, Estonia, Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden, Taiwan, South Korea, and Japan. The
extreme fragile country is Iraq with score of 19, followed by Zimbabwe, Rwanda, and Nigeria
(17), Yemen (16), and Pakistan (15).
I use the percent of people who live in urban places in a country context to control its
impact on people’s social tolerance. The mean score of urbanization is 64.62, which means that
approximately 64 percent of people in these 59 countries live in urban places.
For looking at the impact of culture on people’s social tolerance level, I use data from the
Association of Religion Data Archives (ARDA) that indicates the percentage of Christian,
Muslim, Buddhist, and Other religions by country. Among 60 countries, the mean score of
Christian is 0.505, of Muslim is 0.292, of Buddhist is 0.077, and the other religion category is
0.124. These numbers show that of the countries that are included in the World Values SurveyWave 6, Christians makes 50.5 percent, followed by Muslims (29.2 percent), other religions
(12.4 percent) and Buddhists (7.7 percent).
Multi-Level Logistic Results
Firstly, in order to define a right model for my analysis, I run pair-wise correlation matrix
test for my dependent variables. It is important to do this test, because it allows me to determine
whether there is any interdependence among the dependent variables. Table 4.3 indicates pairwise correlation matrix result for dependent variables. Table 4.3 shows that all correlations are
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positive and highly significant at the .001 level. This result mean that these four dependent
variables are interdependent from one another.
Secondly, I ran an empty model (includes only random intercept), for my dependent
variables to identify whether there is a significant variation in people’s social tolerance towards
people of a different race, immigrant/foreign workers, homosexuals, and people with a different
religion at the country level. The reason for running these empty models is to figure out about
what kind of analysis needs to be done. My data is multi-level; therefore, I want to know whether
there is statistically significant variation for level 2. In this chapter, my second level data is
countries. Based on empty models, I found social tolerance toward people of a different race to
be 1.804 (p<.001), for social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers to be 1.430 (p<.001),
and for social tolerance toward people of a different religion to be 1.783 (p<.001). Based on
these results, I see a variation among countries on reporting social tolerance toward racially
different, immigrants/foreign workers, homosexuals, and religiously different people, Basically,
by running these empty models, I test whether the multi-level model is necessary or not in my
analysis.
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Table 4.3

Pair-wise correlations of dependent variables.

Variables

Race

Immigrant

Homosexuals

Race

1.000

Immigrant

0.437***

1.000

Homosexuals

0.174***

0.196***

1.000

Religion

0.480***

0.378***

0.183***

Religion

1.000

Note: *** indicates significance level at .001.
Determinants of Social Tolerance Dimensions across Countries
Table 4.4 displays multilevel logistic regression results for race, immigrants/foreign
workers, homosexual, and those who believe in another religion of agreeing for social tolerance
towards them. Model 1 through 4 in table 4.4 indicates multilevel logistics models for the
dichotomous dependent variables, in which zero shows individual is socially intolerant and one
indicates a person is socially tolerant towards people of a different race, immigrants/foreign
workers, homosexuals, and those who believe in another religion. I predict social tolerance by
using the same variables in all four models, both individual and country level variables.
Logistic Regression Model I – Racial Social Tolerance
Looking at the first results for Model 1 (Racial Social Tolerance), I find that the
educational attainment of respondents has a positive and significant impact on respondents’
social tolerance toward people of a different race. For every one-unit increase in education level,
the odds ratio of reporting racial social tolerance increases by 7.7 percent (p<.001), controlling
for other variables in constant. Compare to male respondents, the odds ratio of reporting racial
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social tolerance for female respondents is 1.069. The sign is positive and it means that all else is
being equal, female are more likely report racial social tolerance than male respondents. The
odds for female are about 7 percent higher than the odds for males to report racial social
tolerance. I found no effect of the age and marital status on reporting racial social tolerance
toward people of a different race in the first model.
In the model 1, I examine the association between economic conditions with racial social
tolerance in individual level. I include two individual level variables that captures their economic
conditions: employment status and income level of respondents. The results show that full-time
employed respondents are more likely report racial social tolerance compare to those who work
part-time or are unemployed. Compared to unemployed respondents, the odds ratio of reporting
racial social tolerance for full-time employed or self-employed is about 13 percent (p<.001)
higher, holding other independent variables in constant. In other words, full-time employed and
self-employed respondents are more likely to report racial social tolerance than those who are not
employed full-time. The income level of respondents appears to be unaffected on respondents’
view on racial social tolerance.
I found a statistically significant association between religiosity, as measured by the
importance of God in one’s life on a scale ranges from 0 to 10, and racial social tolerance. For
every one unit in increase in religiosity, the odds of reporting social tolerance increase by about 5
percent (p<.001), holding other covariates in constant. I found no statistically significant effect of
social trust (capital) on respondents’ racial social tolerance.
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Table 4.4

Multiple Logistic results

Education
Female
Age
Married
Employment
Income
Religiosity
Social Trust
Language Fractionalization

Racial Social
Tolerance
(1)
Odds Ratio
(S.E.)
1.077***
(0.00556)
1.069***
(0.0225)
0.999
(0.000724)
0.979
(0.0224)
1.129***
(0.0280)
0.997
(0.00534)
1.049***
(0.00516)
0.970
(0.0256)
0.336*

Immigrants Social
Tolerance
(2)
Odds Ratio
(S.E.)
1.041***
(0.00489)
1.063***
(0.0204)
0.999
(0.000665)
0.944***
(0.0197)
1.011
(0.0223)
0.994
(0.00487)
1.024***
(0.00451)
1.051**
(0.0249)
0.196***
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Homosexuals Social
Tolerance
(3)
Odds Ratio
(S.E.)
1.014***
(0.00451)
1.307***
(0.0238)
0.994***
(0.000627)
0.908***
(0.0179)
1.032
(0.0216)
1.030***
(0.00479)
0.959***
(0.00401)
1.102***
(0.0252)
0.992

Religion Social
Tolerance
(4)
Odds Ratio
(S.E.)
1.084***
(0.00551)
0.999
(0.0209)
1.000
(0.000725)
1.021
(0.0233)
1.164***
(0.0289)
1.013**
(0.00536)
1.035***
(0.00527)
0.964
(0.0256)
0.343*

Table 4.4 (continued)

Religion Fractionalization
Conflict
GDP Per Capita
Corruption
Democracy
State Fragility Index
Urbanization
Muslim
Buddhist
Other
Constant

Racial Social
Tolerance
(1)
(0.191)
1.267
(0.675)
1.065
(0.332)
1.000
(9.83e-06)
1.022
(0.0142)
1.013
(0.0588)
0.989
(0.00868)
0.398***
(0.142)
0.352**
(0.186)
0.685
(0.463)
1.000
(9.83e-06)
3.204

Immigrants Social
Tolerance
(2)
(0.109)
0.948
(0.494)
1.201
(0.367)
1.000
(9.57e-06)
1.026*
(0.0140)
1.022
(0.0580)
0.990
(0.00843)
0.413**
(0.145)
0.260***
(0.135)
0.430
(0.284)
1.000
(9.57e-06)
5.196*
93

Homosexuals Social
Tolerance
(3)
(0.602)
0.537
(0.306)
1.530
(0.513)
1.000
(1.05e-05)
1.031**
(0.0153)
0.909
(0.0566)
1.010
(0.00941)
0.543
(0.209)
0.685
(0.390)
1.455
(1.059)
1.000
(1.05e-05)
0.474

Religion Social
Tolerance
(4)
(0.193)
2.056
(1.082)
1.021
(0.315)
1.000
(9.68e-06)
1.021
(0.0141)
1.023
(0.0587)
0.991
(0.00854)
0.359***
(0.127)
0.412*
(0.216)
1.217
(0.817)
1.000
(9.68e-06)
2.044

Table 4.4 (continued)

Observations
AIC
BIC
ICC (Country Level)
Number of groups
***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.5

Racial Social
Tolerance
(1)
(3.046)
68,397
59826
60009
0.181
50

Immigrants Social
Tolerance
(2)
(4.802)
68,397
68846
69029
0.176
50
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Homosexuals Social
Tolerance
(3)
(0.479)
68,397
75274
75457
0.205
50

Religion Social
Tolerance
(4)
(1.916)
68,397
60187
60369
0.178
50

In model 1, in addition to the individual level analysis, I explore the country / contextual
level context effect on reporting racial social tolerance as well. There are eight country level
variables in my model 1. Among these eight contextual level variables, two variables (Language
and Religion Fractionalization) explore the impact of diversity – either ethnic, language, or
religion – on individuals’ social tolerance toward those with a different race.
Countries with a higher degree of ethnic-language fractionalization have higher
percentages of racial social tolerance toward people of a different race. Language
fractionalization is a continuous numeric variable that ranges from 0.002 (the lowest
fractionalization score among countries in the WVS - wave6) to 0.865 (the highest
fractionalization score among countries in the WVS-Wave 6). The higher number represents
greater ethnic fractionalization or diversity within a country. I found that for every one additional
degree of language fractionalization, the odds ratio of reporting racial social tolerance decreases
about 66 percent (p<.01), all other variables being constant. In model 1, I also include religion
fractionalization in my analysis, I found no statistically significant difference among countries
with higher and lower score of religion fractionalization and its effect on individuals’ view on
racial social tolerance.
The results show that compared to Christian majority countries, those who live in Muslim
and Buddhist majority countries are more likely to report less social tolerance toward people of a
different race, holding other variables in constant.
Finally, in model 1, I include country level variables and examine the effect of conflict,
GDP Per Capita, Corruption, Democracy, Urbanization, and States’ Fragility on individuals’
social tolerance, however I found no statistically significant results for these variables. Countries
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that have been included in the World Values Survey – Wave 6 may be a reason for this result. In
addition, the number of countries that I examine in this model is 50, which makes it harder to
find statistically significant results.
Post-Estimation for Model I – Racial Social Tolerance
I examine post-estimation for model fit by using the “estat ic” command on the STATA. I
found that Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC) score (59826) and Bayesian Information
Criterion (BIC) score (60009) with 21 degree of freedom. In general, the one with a smaller
number of AIC fits the data better than the larger number of AIC (Kingdom and Prins 2016). The
model that has a lowest number of BIC shows better-fitting model (Konishi and Kitagawa 2008).
In addition to that, because I have both country and individual level datasets – multi-level model,
I used “estat icc” command to look at residual interclass correlation of my model. The ICC score
is 0.181. The ICC is a post-estimation command that allows me to look at intra-class correlations
for two-models – nested models (Koo and Li 2016). In my models, individuals are nested within
countries.
Logistic Regression Model II – Social Tolerance toward Immigrants/Foreign Workers
Looking at the results for Model 2 (Immigrant / Foreign Workers Social Tolerance), I
found that the educational degree of respondents has a positive and significant impact on
respondents’ social tolerance toward immigrant / foreign worker. In other words, for every oneunit increase in education level, the odds ratio of reporting social tolerance increases by 4.1
percent (p<.001) toward immigrant/foreign workers, controlling other variables in constant.
Compared to male respondents, the odds ratio for female respondents is 1.063. The sign of the
odds ratio is positive and all else is being equal, female respondents are more likely report social
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tolerance toward immigrant/foreign than male respondents. The odds ratio of the age variable is
.999. The sign of the association between age and immigrant/foreign worker social tolerance is
negative. I found no effect of age of respondents on reporting social tolerance toward
immigrant/foreign workers in my analysis. However, marital status of respondent has effect on
social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers. Compared to un-married respondents, the
odds ratio of reporting social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers for married
respondents decrease by 0.944 (p<.001), holding other variables in constant. Basically, married
individuals are less likely to report social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers. I found
no effect of employment status of people on their response for social tolerance toward
immigrant/foreign workers. I found no significant effect of income level on respondents’ social
tolerance toward immigrant/foreign workers in my analysis. Religiosity, as measured by the
importance of God in life, and social tolerance toward immigrant/foreign workers are positively
associated that for every one unit in increase in religiosity, the odds of reporting social tolerance
toward immigrant/foreign workers increases by 2.4 percent, holding other covariates in constant
(p<.001). I also found a statistically significant effect of social trust on respondents’ social
tolerance toward immigrant/foreign workers. Compared to those who have a greater degree of
social capital, the odds ratio of reporting social tolerance toward immigrant/foreign workers
increases by 5.1 percent (p<.001), holding other variables in constant.
By including country level covariates in model 2 (Immigrant/Foreign Workers), The
multiple logistic regression results showed that, countries with higher degree of language
fractionalization are less likely to report social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers. In
other words, the analysis shows that for every one additional degree of language
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fractionalization, the odds ratio of reporting social tolerance toward immigrant/foreign workers
decreases by about 80 percent (p<.001), all other variables being constant. This result shows that
ethnic diversity in a country is an important determinant that effect individuals’ social tolerance
toward immigrant/foreign workers. In model 2, I include religion fractionalization as a country
level covariate, I found no statistically significant effect of it on individuals’ social tolerance
toward immigrant/foreign workers.
In model 2, I include corruption as a country level covariate in my analysis. As I
highlighted in the above sections, the corruption variable ranges from 17 to 90, where smaller
numbers represent higher levels of corruption. In model 2, I found that for every one-unit
increase (higher number means less corruption / cleaner society) in this variable the likelihood of
reporting social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers increases by 2.6 percent, holding
other variables in constant. In other words, for every additional score of corruption (clean
country), the odds of reporting social tolerance toward immigrant/foreign workers increases by
3.1 percent (p<.01), holding other variables in constant. Basically, people who live in less
corrupted countries are more likely report social tolerance toward immigrants / foreign workers.
I include major religions, as country level covariates in my model 2 analysis. I found that
compared to Christian majority societies, Muslim and Buddhist majority societies are less likely
to report social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers. Compared to Christian majority
societies, the odds of reporting social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers decreases by
58 percent (p<.001) in Muslim majority societies, holding other variables in constant. I found a
similar result for Buddhist majority societies that compared to Christian majority societies, the
odds of reporting social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers decreases by 74 percent
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(p<.05), holding other variables in constant. In other words, those who live in Muslim and
Buddhist majority societies are less socially tolerant toward immigrants/foreign workers.
Post-Estimation for Model II – Immigrants/Foreign Workers Social Tolerance
By looking at post-estimation for model fit through “estat ic” command on the STATA.
The Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC) score is 68846 and Bayesian Information Criterion
(BIC) score is 69029 with 21 degree of freedom. The general rule of dumb is that a smaller
number of AIC fits the data better than the larger number of AIC (Kingdom and Prins 2016).
Same rule works for the BIC as well that a smaller number BIC shows better-fitting model
(Konishi and Kitagawa 2008) than a bigger score. Due to having a multi-level model, I checked
for the “estat icc” command on the STATA to look at residual interclass correlation of my
model. The ICC score is .176 with standard error of .0293. The ICC is a post-estimation
command that allows me to look at intra-class correlations for two-models – nested models (Koo
and Li 2016). In my models, individuals are nested within countries.
Logistic Regression Model III – Social Tolerance toward Homosexuals
In model 3, I explore individual and country level determinants of social tolerance toward
homosexuals. I found that as the educational attainment of individuals’ increases, the likelihood
of reporting social tolerance toward homosexual people increases as well. For every one degree
increase in educational attainment, the odds ratio of reporting social tolerance toward
homosexuals increases by 1.4 percent (p<.001) holding other variables in constant. Male
respondents, compared to females, are less likely report social tolerance toward homosexuals.
The odds of reporting social tolerance toward homosexuals for female is 30.8 percent (p<.001)
higher than male respondents, controlling for other independent variables. The odds ratio of the
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age variable in model 3 is .994 (p<.001) and the sign of the association between age and social
tolerance toward homosexuals is negative. Different than other components of the social
tolerance, as age of respondents increases, the odds of responding social tolerance toward
homosexuals decreases (p<.001), all else is being equal. Marital status of respondents has a
negative effect on the social tolerance toward homosexuals. Basically, compare to un-married
respondents in my sample, the odds ratio of reporting social tolerance toward homosexuals for
married respondents decrease by about 10 percent (p<.001), all else being equal on the model.
On the one hand, I found no statistically significant difference among employment status
of respondents with social tolerance toward homosexuals in my analysis. Income level of
individuals, on the other hand, significantly associate with social tolerance toward homosexuals
in model 3. Basically, I found no difference being full-time employed or un-employed with their
view on homosexuals. Hence, income level of people is strongly associated with social tolerance
toward homosexuals. For every one additional income level the odds ratio of reporting social
tolerance toward homosexual people increases by 3 percent (p<.001), holding other variables in
constant. Basically, individuals with higher level of income are more likely report social
tolerance toward homosexuals. Higher level of religiosity, as measured by important of God in
life, significantly decreases the odds ratio of reporting social tolerance toward homosexuals.
Social trust is positively associated with social tolerance toward homosexuals. Compared to
those who have low levels of social capital, the odds ratio of reporting social tolerance toward
homosexuals for those who trust people is 10.2 percent (p<.001) higher, holding other variables
in constant.
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Adding in the country-context variables in model 3, my multi-level logistic regression
analysis shows that the corruption of a country is significantly associated with social tolerance
toward homosexuals. For every additional score of corruption (cleaner countries), the odds ratio
of reporting social tolerance toward homosexuals increases by 3.1 percent (p<.001), holding
other covariates in constant. I found no statistically significant differences between any religion
affiliations. I also find no statistically significant difference between language and religion
fractionalizations with social tolerance toward homosexuals. In addition to these country level
covariates, I found no statistically significant relationship between social tolerance toward
homosexuals and conflict, GDP Per Capita, Democracy, State Fragility, and Urbanization of
countries.
Post-Estimation for Model III – Social Tolerance toward Homosexuals
The “estat ic” command on the STATA provides information about post-estimation fit
model. The results show that the Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC) score is 75274 and
Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) score is 75457 with 21 degree of freedom. In general, the
one with a smaller number of AIC fits the data better than the larger number of AIC (Kingdom
and Prins 2016). Similarly, a smaller number BIC shows better-fitting model (Konishi and
Kitagawa 2008). Due to conducting a multi-level model, I look at the residual interclass
correlation (ICC) of my model and find that the ICC score is .205 with a standard error of .0329.
The ICC is a post-estimation command that allows me to look at intra-class correlations for twomodels – nested models (Koo and Li 2016). In my models, individuals are nested within
countries.
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Logistic Regression Model IV – Religious Social Tolerance
Model 4 examines the social tolerance of respondents toward people of a difference
religion in both individual and country levels. Educational attainment of respondents continues
to be statistically significant on people’s social tolerance components. The model shows that
there is a positive statistically significant relationship between educational attainment and social
tolerance toward those who believe another religion. For every one degree increase in schooling,
the odds ratio of reporting religious social tolerance increases by 8.4 percent (p<.001), holding
other variables in constant. I found no statistically significant difference between men and
women regarding their religious social tolerance. Further, I found no statistically significant
association between age of respondents and marital status with religious social tolerance.
Compare to other components of social tolerance, both employment and income level of
respondents are statistically significant with the outcome variable. Employment status of
respondents, whether employed or not-employed full time, is statistically significant associating
with religious social tolerance. The odds ratio of reporting religious social tolerance for
employed respondents is 16.4 percent (p<.001) higher than those who are not full-time
employed, holding other variables in constant. Income level of people also has effect on religious
social tolerance as well. For every one level increase in income level, the odds of reporting
religious social tolerance increase by 1.3 percent (p<.01), holding other variables in constant.
Religiosity of respondents has a statistically significant association with religious social
tolerance. Higher level of religiosity significantly increases the odds of reporting religious social
tolerance. For every on additional level of religiosity, the odds of reporting religious social
tolerance increase by 3.5 percent (p<.001), holding other variables in constant. Finally, in
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individual level, I found no statistically significant association between religious social tolerance
and social trust.
In model 4, I also include country level variables to examine the effect of context on
individuals’ religious tolerance cross-nationally. I found that countries with higher degree of
ethnic-language fractionalization have higher percentages of religious social tolerance. For every
one degree of language fractionalization, the odds ratio of reporting religious social tolerance
increases about 31.2 percent (p<.01), all other variables being constant. This result shows that as
ethnic diversity increases the likelihood of religious social tolerance increases as well. In model
4, I also include religion fractionalization in my analysis, I found no statistically significant
association with religious social tolerance. I also found no statistically significant results for
corruption, democracy, state fragility, and urbanization variables with religious social tolerance.
Finally, in model 4, I examine the role of religion as a country level variable on
individuals view on people with different religion. Compared to Christian major societies,
Muslim major societies are less likely to report social tolerance toward religiously different
people.
Post-Estimation for Model IV – Religious Social Tolerance
The “estat ic” command on the STATA provides information about post-estimation fit
model. The result show that the Akaike’s Information Criterion (AIC) score is 60187 and
Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) score is 60369 with 21 degree of freedom. In general, the
one with a smaller number of AIC fits the data better than the larger number of AIC (Kingdom
and Prins 2016). In the same vein, a smaller number BIC shows better-fitting model (Konishi
and Kitagawa 2008). Due to conducting a multi-level model, I look at residual interclass
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correlation (ICC) of my model and find that the ICC score is .178 with a standard error of .0299.
The ICC is a post-estimation command that allows me to look at intra-class correlations for twomodels – nested models (Koo and Li 2016). In my models, individuals are nested within
countries.
Conclusion
In this chapter, I analyzed individual and country level covariates to estimate reporting
social tolerance toward racially different, immigrant/foreign workers, homosexuals, and
religiously different people. First, I presented country and individual level descriptive results. At
the country level, I found that respondents in Azerbaijan, Libya, Palestine, Thailand, and
Lebanon have reported the lowest level of social tolerance toward racially different people.
Respondents in Malaysia, Libya, Thailand, India, and Qatar have reported the lowest level of
social tolerance toward immigrant/foreign workers. I found the lowest percentage of social
tolerance toward homosexuals in Azerbaijan, Armenia, Zimbabwe, Rwanda, and in Georgia.
Regarding social tolerance toward religious different people, I found the lowest percentages in
Armenia, Libya, Yemen, Palestine, and Algeria.
I ran multiple multi-level logistic regression results to estimate reporting social tolerance
at the country and individual levels. Before running my logistic analyses, I ran a pair-wise
correlation matrix to test my dependent variables. I found that all correlations are positive and
statistically significant, which means that dependent variables are interdependent from one
another. I ran four identical models for multiple logistic regression analyses.
Regarding the racial social tolerance logistic regression model, I found that higher
educated individuals are more likely to report social tolerance toward racially different people
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compared to less-educated people in individual level. Results show that female and younger age
respondents are more likely to report racial social tolerance. Socioeconomic condition of people
variable is an important determinant on reporting social tolerance toward racially different
people and my results show that full-time employed respondents are more likely report social
tolerance toward racially different people compare to unemployed people. Those who learned
that tolerance is an important quality are more likely to report social tolerance toward racially
different people. Findings show that as religiosity increases, reporting social tolerance toward
racially different people increases as well. At the country level, findings indicate that as
language fractionalization (diversity) increases, reporting social tolerance in country level
increases as well. My findings also show that corruption in a country is an important determinant
that affects people’s attitudes toward racially different people. Findings indicate that individuals
in less corrupted countries are more likely to report racial social tolerance compare to individuals
in more corrupted countries. Finally, I found that culture of a country matters on reporting social
tolerance toward racially different people that compare to Christian majority countries, those
who live in Muslim and Buddhist countries are less likely report social tolerance toward racially
different people.
Regarding social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers, findings show that
educational attainment of individuals has positive impact on reporting social tolerance toward
immigrants/foreign workers. Female respondents are more likely report social tolerance toward
immigrants/foreign workers compare to male respondents. Married respondents are less likely to
report social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers compare to un-married respondents.
In terms of religiosity, I found that more religious people are more likely to report social
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tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers. My results also show that social capital of
individuals is an important determinant on reporting social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign
workers. Those who have a greater degree of social capital are more likely to report social
tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers. Country level analyses show that individuals who
live in countries with higher degree of language fractionalization are less likely report social
tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers. Results show that those who live in corrupted
countries are socially less tolerant compared to those who live in countries where there is less
corruption. Regarding the culture of a society, those who live in Christian majority countries are
more likely report social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers compare to Muslim and
Buddhist majority countries.
Regarding social tolerance toward homosexuals, findings indicate that higher educated,
female, younger aged, and unmarried individuals are more likely report social tolerance toward
homosexuals. Although I found no statistically significant association between employment
status and social tolerance toward homosexuals, the income level of individuals has impact on
reporting social tolerance toward homosexuals. Basically, higher income individuals are more
likely to report social tolerance toward homosexuals. Those who report higher level of
religiosity, as measured by important of God in life, are less likely report social tolerance toward
homosexuals. Compare to those who has lower level of social capital, as measured by trust, are
less likely report social tolerance toward homosexuals. Country level analyses show that the
corruption of a country is significantly associated with social tolerance toward homosexuals that
those who live in less corrupted countries are more likely report social tolerance toward
homosexuals.
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Regarding social tolerance toward those who believe in a different religion, findings
indicate that educational attainment of individuals is still an important determinant on reporting
social tolerance. Higher educated people are more likely report social tolerance toward
religiously different people. I found income level and employment status of respondents are
important determinants on reporting social tolerance that higher income level and full-time
employed people are more likely report social tolerance toward those who believe in another
religion. Regarding the religiosity affect, I found that those with higher degree of religiosity are
more likely report social tolerance toward religiously different people. In country level, findings
show that individuals in countries where there is high degree of language fractionalization are
less likely report social tolerance toward religiously different people. Compared to Christian
majority countries, those who live in Muslim majority countries are less likely to report social
tolerance toward religiously different people.
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CHAPTER V
HEALTH CONSEQUENCES OF SOCIAL INTOLERANCE
Introduction
In this chapter, I am exploring the association between self-rated health and well-being of
people with social intolerance. In chapter four, I explored individual and country level
determinants that impact reporting social tolerance toward racially different, immigrants/foreign
workers, homosexuals, and religiously different people at the individual and country levels. In
the current chapter, I am investigating social tolerance not only as an influenced attitude (effect),
but also as an influencer (affect).
Scholars explored whether the social tolerance of people has increased during the last
four decades (Cutler and Kaufman 1975; Mondak and Sanders 2003; Sullivan et al. 1979; Vogt
1997). Some explained the increase of the social tolerance of people with educational attainment
(Nunn et al. 1978; Stouffer 1955; Vogt 1997), with economic condition of people (Dima and
Dima 2016), with religiosity of individuals (Beatty and Walter 1984; Smidt and Penning 1982;
Wilcox and Jelen 1990). However, based on my search of the literature, only two researchers
(Hightower 1997; Inglehart et al. 2013) have examined whether there is an association between
poor health and psychological well-being with tolerance.
Eugene Hightower (1997) employed a questionnaire to distinguish tolerant individuals
from blatant and subtle racists in order to examine whether racially tolerant individuals are
psychologically heathier than prejudiced individuals. Hightower (1997) conducted his research
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with 261 white individuals; 131 men and 130 women. He used correlation matrix analysis
between psychological health and blatant and subtle prejudice by comparing it to tolerant and
found that blatant and subtle prejudiced individuals were negatively correlated with
psychological health. Hightower (1997) concluded that tolerant individuals are psychologically
healthier than prejudiced individuals.
In a more recent study, Inglehart et al. (2013) examined correlations between certain
genetic characteristics and their levels of tolerance and happiness. Their argument is that
people’s happiness level is associated with their dopamine and serotonin levels in the brain, and
recent studies found that a specific gene, the serotonin transporter gene 5HTT, has an influence
on happiness. By combination of research on the serotonin transporter gene that are conducted
in 48 countries – they provided information about the alleles (short allele is linked with
depression and anxiety, while long allele is linked with higher levels of happiness -( as cited in
Inglehart et al. 2013) - at World Values Survey. Inglehart et al. (2013) found that more tolerant
societies tend to be happier compare to less tolerant societies.
Although the studies of Hightower (1997) and Inglehart et al., (2013) have shown an
direction of association between health and intolerance, my study differs in few ways; 1) I am
using a nationally representative dataset across the globe to compare to the study of Hightower
(1997), 2) I am using both life-satisfaction and self-rated health variables compare to only
happiness score of individuals that has been used in study of Inglehart et al. (2013), 3) I am
running multi-level models that allow me to do a fine-grinned analysis, compared to
Hightower's study (1997), and finally, 4) In my study, I connect arguments of negative emotions,
stress, prejudice, and discrimination studies to examine association between reporting good and
very good health with social tolerance.
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Social intolerance, as measured by people’s willingness to be a neighbor with someone of
another group member, is a type of negative emotion. Examples of negative emotions are
hostility, anger, aggressiveness, stress, fear, impatience, and hatred. These psycho-social risk
factors have been widely studied by researchers as they play a central role on individuals’
physical health (Gallo and Matthews 2003; Kop 1999; Krantz and McCeney 2002; Rozanski,
Blumenthal, and Kaplan 1999; Smith et al. 2004; Smith and Ruiz 2002). Researchers have
empirically documented that these negative emotions can significantly affect the health of
individuals through coronary heart diseases, as well as through intestines that cause hypertension
(Gallo and Matthews 1999, 2003). This centuries-old hypothesis is that hostility, anger, and
hatred are types of negative emotions that play an important role in individuals’ physical health
condition. Researchers in the health field showed that these negative emotions generate stress
hormones in body that reinforces high blood pressure and changes the heart rate of individuals
(Elovainio et al. 2001; Gallo and Matthews 1999; Smith et al. 2004). As the study of Smith et al.
(2004) showed that hostility, anger, and aggressiveness are risk factors for coronary heart
diseases.
Scholars have also explored that being a target of prejudice –racially - may have a
negative impact on overall well-being (Blascovich et al. 2001; Mendes et al. 2007; Page-Gould,
Mendoza-Denton, and Tropp 2008). In the literature, it is shown that those who are targeted by
some type of racial or ethnic discriminatory behaviors are more likely to generate stress and so
their overall well-being is negatively impacted by it (Clark et al. 1999; Williams and Mohammed
2009). Perceived discrimination, according to Williams and Mohammed (2009), is a psychosocial stressor that has a negative impact on those who exposed to it. According to (Williams and
Mohammed 2009), perceived racial or ethnic discrimination is one type of stressor that has
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negative consequences on health on individuals. Clark et al. (1999) noted that intra-ethnic and
inter-ethnic group racism lead to stress for many African Americans and so this racism may play
a significant role on morbidity and mortality rate differences in the US among white and black
populations. Stress is one determinant that creates social disparities in health (Pearlin et al.
1981). According to Seeman et al. (2004) stress triggers wear and tear on the body which can
lead to illness, as well as it can quicken cellular aging (Epel et al. 2006). This is important
because prior research shows that negative emotions such as anxiety, depression, hostility, and
stress are negatively associated with health (Gallo and Matthews 1999, 2003). Page-Gould et al.
(2008) study showed that those who have racial prejudice against out-group members and
interact with them report an increase in stress hormone –cortisol hormone. Lee et al. (2015) used
cumulative data from the General Social Survey for the years 1993 to 2002 linked to mortality
data from the National Death Index. They found that respondents with higher levels of AntiBlack prejudice had 11% higher mortality risk. In additionally, when they include community
level prejudice, living in a community with higher levels of prejudice increased odds of death by
31% (Lee et al. 2015). Further, they found that individuals with low prejudice levels who live in
higher prejudice communities has the highest level of mortality risk (Lee et al. 2015).
Mendes et al. (2007) investigated whether participants with high levels of prejudice and
bias intensify stress responses during their interactions with out-group members. They looked at
the influence of White participants’ attitudes on their stress reactions while they interact with ingroup and out-group members. Their study revealed that respondents with less racial bias have
more adaptive stress responses than those who have high levels of racial bias, especially when
interviewers were Black, lower racial bias was linked with more salutary stress responses.
Kubzansky and Kawachi (2000) indicated that causality between emotions and health is
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bidirectional and effects of it takes a long period of time. According to them, emotions occur due
to social interaction that social context has an impact on which emotions will occur, the way in
which they expressed, and what their consequences will be (Kubzansky and Kawachi 2000).
Scholars have explored the association between health consequences of being
discriminated and prejudiced against; however, few studies explored whether there are health
consequences for being intolerant or discriminator. Therefore, I focus on whether there is an
association between those who discriminate against people racially, religiously, ethnically, and
sexually and mental and health outcomes? This study develops a conceptual model linking
tolerance levels to health. I hypothesize that social intolerance will be negatively associated with
mental and subjective well-being.
Literature
Self-rated health has been used widely by researchers as a valid measure of general health
status of populations – 27 articles that used self-rated health reviewed by Idler and Benyamini
(1997). Many researchers in this field showed that self-rated health (self-assessed health)
assessment is a valid health status indicator (Crossley and Kennedy 2002; Idler and Benyamini
1997; Miilunpalo et al. 1997). This health measure has been used in many national and
international surveys around the globe; such as World Values Surveys, European Values
Surveys, and Afro- and Euro-barometers (Inglehart et al. 2000). The wordings of this measure
vary that it has been named as self-assessed heath, self-perceived health, and/or self-rated health.
In addition, response options of this measure indicate differences based on surveys. Overall,
respondents asked to evaluate their health status based on either four- or five-point scale in
surveys.
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Self-rated health as a valid measure of health began to be employed in sociological
studies since the 1950s (Jylhä 2009). It has also been used widely by epidemiologists when
Singer et al. (1976), Kaplan and Camacho (1983), and Mossey and Shapiro (1982) highlighted
its association with mortality. For example, Mossey and Shapiro (1982) analyzed the Manitoba
Longitudinal Study and found that elderly people’s self-rated health reports were better predictor
than their medical records. Kaplan and Camacho (1983) argued that the self-rated health measure
is the key to understanding other types of psycho-social issues on health of people, such as social
isolation, negative life events, stress, and depression. It does not only capture physical health
outcomes of people, but also mental health and well-being of individuals (Kaplan and Camacho
1983). Studies showed that as age increases, respondents more likely report lower health,
therefore, age is the most important independent variables that associate with health of people
(Franks, Marthe R. Gold, and Fiscella 2003; Jylhä 2009; Kaplan and Camacho 1983). Overall,
the physical function of people decreases with age, therefore, they are more likely to report
health problems compared to younger aged people.
Education, as a socio- demographic variable, has been used in studies to predict the
likelihood of reporting lower self-reported health (Franks, Marthe R. Gold, et al. 2003). Fransk et
al. (2003) found that greater level of education was positively associated with better health based
on representative sample of the 1987 National Medical Expenditure Survey.
Researchers in this field have scrutinized the association between gender and health
outcome by controlling for age. Fransks et al. (2003) explored the association between gender
and health and found that women reported lower health compare to men in the United States.
Socio-economic class position of people has been used as an independent variable to
predict health of individuals. Greater income level of respondents has been positively associated
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with better health outcome, as Fransks et al. (2003) showed in their studies that those with higher
level of income reported better health and were less likely report mental health problems.
Researchers showed that married individuals are likely to report good health compare to unmarried people.
Although this health measure has been used by epidemiologists and sociologists widely,
it has been frequently used by economists as well (Crossley and Kennedy 2002; Jürges and
Avendano 2007). The idea here is that there is an inverse relationship between socio-economic
status of people and their physical health conditions. Due to resources that higher-class people
have access to, their likelihood of getting a better healthcare increases, and so their health
outcome is better than lower class people.
Many social epidemiologists have looked at association between self-rated health and
social capital (Berkman and Kawachi 2000; Islam et al. 2006; Kawachi et al. 1999; Kubzansky
and Kawachi 2000; Mansyur et al. 2008). Overall, they have examined association between
social capital – as defined by James Coleman – and health outcome of people. They
hypothesized that social capital can be used as a mean to achieve their interest which in turn
positively impact health outcome. Both Mansyur et al. (2008) and (Islam et al. 2006) examined
association between social capital and self-rated health cross-nationally. Mansyur et al. (2008)
found that self-rated health is affected by social capital of people.
Durkheim’s study of suicide showed that social integration of individuals to society has
impact on overall well-being of society. Putnam (1993) points that social cohesion / trust is one
of the very important factor that explains health outcome of individuals. On the same vein,
Campbell et al. (1999) examined health of people in the United Kingdom and found that those
with higher social networks and more civic engaged had better health outcome compare to those
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who do not. There are different explanations for association between social capital and better
health outcome that, social capital can increase self-esteem of individuals, can prevent stress
from one’s life, and can offer social support (Campbell et al. 1999; Mohan and Mohan 2002).
Social capital of individuals has become an important variable to predict better health
outcomes, especially a prominent epidemiologist Ichiro Kawachi (1999) examined the
association between social capital of people and individual self-rated health, with controlling for
household income and health behaviors. Kawachi et al. (1999) used General Social Survey data
for 39 states in the US, found that states with higher social cohesion and trust had lower
mortality rates compared to states which had lower social cohesion and trust. Berkman and
Kawachi (2000) pointed that there is a strong association between lower mortality rates and
social ties, as well as strong social ties have positive association with both mental and physical
health.
Krause (1996) examined the association between self-rated health and the quality of
neighborhood. It is hypothesized that elderly people who live in deteriorated neighborhoods
would report more health problems compared to those elderly who live in better neighborhoods.
It basically shows that where one lives matter and has real consequences.
Data and Variables
Dependent Variables
I am using two dependent variables to capture respondents’ overall mental and physical
well-being. My first dependent variable is self-rated health and the second one is life satisfaction.
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Self-Rated Health
In the WVS, respondents were asked to rate their health on a four-point ordinal scale with
possible responses ranging from “poor” to “excellent.” I recoded this variable to a dichotomous
variable as 1 (very good and good) and 0 (poor and very poor health condition).
Life-Satisfaction
In the World Values Survey, respondents were asked to answer their life satisfaction as
followed: “All things considered, how satisfied are you with your life as a whole these days?” on
a scale ranging from 1 (completely dissatisfied) to 10 (completely satisfied). I will use this
variable as a continuous variable. For example, Inglehart et al. (2013) and used life satisfaction
score in order to explore correlation between happiness and tolerance level of people.
Hamamura, Li, and Chan (2017) also used self-rated health and life satisfaction variables to
examine association between trust and mental and physical health. In the same vein, Peterson
and Ralston (2019) used self-rated health and life satisfaction variables to investigate the impact
of context on which aging happens and how well the aging happens with a cross-national
perspective.
Independent Variables – Individual Level
Social Tolerance
The main independent variable in this study is social tolerance. In chapter four, I
operationalized social tolerance through creating an additive index as respondents’ willingness to
accept racially different, immigrants/foreign workers, homosexuals, and religiously different
people as neighbor or not. In contrast to the dependent variables used in previous chapters I
include those who speak a different language variable in my additive index of social tolerance.
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I created a social tolerance measurement, as a main independent variable, to focus on the
association between mental and physical well-being of respondents with social tolerance toward
group members of a different race, immigrants or foreign workers, homosexuals, those who
practice different religion, and those who speak different language. These variables are based on
questions that were asked in the WVS: “On this list are various groups of people. Could you
please mention any that you would not like to have as neighbors?” Respondents answered these
questions by mentioning any of these categories; mentioning refers to socially intolerant, while
not mentioning refers to social tolerance.
I operationalized social tolerance differently across chapters. In chapters four and six, I
operationalized social tolerance by using a multi-dimensional approach, in which I measure the
social tolerance of people in four dimensions: Racially different, Immigrants/foreign workers,
Homosexuals, and Religiously different people. However, in chapter five (the current chapter), I
am investigating social tolerance not only as an influenced attitude (effect), but also as an
influencer (affect). It is not a dependent variable but as a main independent variable.
I use the Cronbach’s Alpha in order to check the reliability of my social intolerance scale.
Table 5.1 shows the Cronbach’s Alpha Level for my social tolerance scale. I want to know how
closely related social tolerance items that I include in my scale. Cronbach’s Alpha allows me to
check reliability of the scale. It is a measure of internal reliability –internal consistency –
between items of a scale. I ran the Cronbach’s Alpha on STATA statistical program; its scale
reliability coefficient is 0.7098 on a scale of 5 items as shown on table 5.1.
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Table 5.1

Cronbach's Alpha Level for Social Tolerance Scale
Item-test
Sign Correlation

item-rest
Correlation

Average
Interitem
Correlation

Alpha

Items

Obs

Race

88024 +

0.7536

0.5696

0.2868

0.6166

Immigrants/Foreign
Workers
88019 +

0.7067

0.5003

0.3141

0.6469

Homosexuals

84284 +

0.4928

0.22

0.4326

0.7531

Religion

86724 +

0.7369

0.5452

0.297

0.6282

Different Language

89545 +

0.7205

0.5112

0.3101

0.6426

Test

Scale

0.3285

0.7098

Alpha score of my social tolerance scale shows that items are conceptually related to each
other. Table 5.1 shows the additive scale for Social Tolerance in order to define whether all the
items fit the scale. Observation column shows the number of non-missing respondents for each
item. Sign column shows the direction that the item has entered the Social Tolerance scale. The
rest of the columns show the effect of each item on overall fit of the scale. Table 5.2 shows
correlation matrix for all of the dependent and independent variables for the current study.
Educational Attainment
Educational attainment of individuals is considered as an important effect on individuals’
mental and physical health (Franks, Marthe R. Gold, et al. 2003; Mirowsky and Ross 2005). I am
using this variable as a control variable. I include it in my study because education level of
individuals is noted as one of the most important determinants of physical and mental health
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outcomes. Due to higher educational attainment, better life chances and resources are
significantly affected by it through gaining a higher level of socio-economic status. In addition to
its economic benefits, higher degree of education is considered to boost cognitive abilities, such
as memorization and decision-making processes of individuals as well. In a short, a higher
degree of educational attainment provides both material and non-material advantages for
individuals which provides both physical and mental health advantages for those who have a
higher degree of education.
Education level of respondents is ranges from 1 to 9: 1=No formal education, 2=
Incomplete elementary education, 3= Completed elementary education, 4=Incomplete secondary
school: technical, vocational type, 5= Complete secondary school: technical/vocational type, 6=
Incomplete secondary school: university preparatory type, 7= Complete secondary school:
university preparatory type, 8= Some university-level education without degree, 9= Universitylevel education with degree.
Sex
Researchers (Read and Gorman 2010; Ross, Masters, and Hummer 2012) have included
sex of respondents in their studies in order to control for statistical differences between men and
women on their mental and physical health outcomes. Although women live longer, women
report worse health in surveys compared to men (Ross and Bird 1994; Ross et al. 2012) I include
this variable as a control variable in my analysis. I recode this as “1” refers to “female” and “0”
refers to “male” respondents.
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Marital Status
Previous research showed that marital status matters and has health consequences –both
mental and physical (Brown, Hummer, and Hayward 2014; Smith and Christakis 2008;
Umberson and Karas Montez 2010). Due to this reason, I am including this as a control variable
in my analysis. I recoded the variable into a dichotomous variable as follows: 1=Respondents are
married or living together as partners, 0=Respondents are divorced, separated, widowed, and
single.
Children
I used this variable as a control variable in my study. Floderus et al. (2009) illustrated that
having children has negatively impacted the odds of reporting good health for women. I recode
this variable as “1” if respondent has at least one child, and “0” if respondent does not have a
child.
Employment Status
Employment status is an important variable that may affect their health outcome through
accessing valued resources, which in turn may positively affect the health of individuals
(Mirowsky and Ross 2005). A steady job in a secure work space makes it easier or more likely
for one to live in a healthier neighborhood, consume nutritious foods, and have better healthcare
services. All of these conditions are vital and have critical role on the health outcome of
individuals. Having a steady and higher paid job is not only increases one’s physical health
outcome, but also psychological health is positively affected by it. I recode this variable as “1” if
respondent is a full-time employed, and “0” for otherwise.
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Income – Socioeconomic Class
Socio-Economic class of people, along with employment status, is an important
determinant that has an impact on overall well-being of people (Adler and Ostrove 1999; Bobak
et al. 2000; Gallo and Matthews 2003; House, Kessler, and Herzog 1990). It is highly cited that
as Socio-economic status or income level of people increases the likelihood of reporting a better
health increase as well. Driven by previous literature, I control for SES-income in my analysis. I
use this variable as a continue variable in which higher number represents a higher degree of
income, while lower numbers represent a low level of income.
Social Capital
Previous studies show that social capital is an important determinant for health (Kawachi
et al. 1999; Mansyur et al. 2008; Smith and Christakis 2008; Umberson and Karas Montez 2010).
According to Putnam (2001), social capital refers to “connections among individuals … social
networks and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them” (2001:19). In
this study, I measure social capital based on ‘trust’ that Putnam has referred to as an important
characteristic of social capital. I recode this variable as “1” refers to if respondent reported that
most people can be trusted and “0” if they need to be very careful and so no-trust.
Independent Variables – Country Level
At the country level of analysis, I am controlling for conflict history of a country, type of
regime, income level (GDP Per Capita), and culture of country through religion on reporting
good and very good health, as well as on life satisfaction of people. Studies have shown that
societal context matters in term of mental and physical health conditions (Bobak et al. 2000;
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Kawachi et al. 1999; Lee et al. 2015; Peterson and Ralston 2019). Below, I list my country level
covariates;
Conflict (Major Episodes of Political Violence – MEPV)
Conflict is a country level covariate that I include in my analysis. Those who experience
shocks and war in their lifetime usually report a worse health outcome both physically and
mentally (Peterson and Ralston 2019). Due to this reason, I include this variable into my country
level covariates. I used data of the MEPV beginning 2000 to 2010 - 10 years before the WVS –
Wave 6 was collected. Major Episodes of Political Violence (Marshall 2017) is a dataset that
provides information about annual, cross-national, time-series data on among states, in states,
and communal wars, including independence, interstate, ethnic, civil violence and warfare.
Basically, warfare may negatively affect people’s overall health outcome multiple ways, such as
healthcare resources of a country may negatively affect by the war, and so individuals’ mental
and physical health outcomes. I recoded seven categories and created a dichotomous variable in
which “1” represents occurring of any type of major episodes for a given country, “0” refers to
no societal and interstate violence/war/conflict.
Freedom House (Democracy)
I use Freedom House data to capture political climate of a country and its effect on
mental and physical health outcome of individuals within it. The data for this variables is based
on the Freedom House (Freedom House 2014), which is a non-governmental organization
provides information about democracy and freedom (Freedom House 2014). I combined political
rights and civil liberties scales starting from 2005 to 2010 and took an average score for each
country. Except for Palestine and Hong Kong, 58 countries had Freedom House score.
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Gross Domestic Product (GDP) Per Capita
This country level variable captures each country’s economic status. Previous researchers
(Dima and Dima 2016; Inglehart 2005; Inglehart and Baker 2000) showed that higher income
countries have more resources for people, such as a better healthcare system, social security
programs for people, accessible clean water, advanced technology for a better treatment both
physically and mentally. All these conditions increase life chances and qualities of people in
countries. Therefore, in my study, I measured the level of economic development of countries
through GDP per capita and want to control for the impact of economic condition of a society on
reporting good and very good health.
State Fragility Index (SFI)
As I stated above, country context matters and it affects how individuals rate their health.
State Fragility Index, as I stated in chapter four, provides information about security, political,
economic, and social dimensions for countries greater than 500,000 population. The state
fragility index ranks countries based on their performance on each of dimensions where higher
number refers to “25 = extreme fragility” and lower numbers means “0= no fragility”.
Major Religions
I am using the Association of Religion Data Archivers (ARDA 2006) dataset in order to
control for the effect of culture on individuals’ overall well-being. As I stated in the methods
section that the ARDA is a free data source that provides information about both American
religions (state level) as well as major religion rates across the globe. In this analysis, I am using
major religions as a way to look at the impact of cultural differences on individuals’ overall well-
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being. I create a set of dummy variables for Christians, Muslim, Buddhist, and other religions for
each country based on the World Values Survey – wave 6 dataset.
Results
Descriptive Results
Individual Level
Table 5.3 displays the descriptive statistics for the variables that are included in the multilevel models. Regarding self-rated health, approximately 70% of respondents report that they are
being in good or very good health, yet there is a variation among mean score for countries. The
average level of well-being as measured by life satisfaction of respondents is 6.834 that also
varies by country in which the lowest score is reported in Armenia (5.22) and the highest score is
reported in Mexico (8.512).
The mean score for social tolerance, as the main independent variable, is 3.69 with 1.39
standard deviation. This score means that a range of from 0 (no social tolerance) to 5 (a highest
degree of social tolerance); on average a respondent reported 3.69 regarding social tolerance.
The mean score for the education attainment is 5.65 with 2.421 score of standard deviation. This
score means that on average respondents has completed more that “secondary school: universitypreparatory type” among respondents that reported in my analysis.
Approximately 52 percent of respondents in the study are female and 48 percent are male
respondents. The mean age is 41.93 years old. Of the respondents in this study, approximately 63
percent report that they are married or living together as a couple. Of the respondents 70.2%
report that they have at least one child – it means that some respondents have more than one
child. About 32% of respondents report that they are full-time employed. On a scale of 1 to 10
for self-reported income level the mean score is 4.825 of people to look at impact of it on their
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level of social tolerance towards out-group members. Of the respondents, 24.7% report that
people can be trusted – social capital.
Country Level
Major armed conflict episodes, as a country level covariate, is one of the country level
context variables. Mean score for the major armed conflict is 0.435. The mean score of the
conflict means that 43.5% of countries have faced major armed conflicts in their history. I recode
the variable in which “1” represents any type of major episodes for a given country, “0” no major
episode. The average GDP Per Capita in my country level context is $18,696, but it varies
between countries from a low of $1,064 in Rwanda, followed by Haiti ($1,611), Zimbabwe
($2,023), Kyrgyzstan ($2,441), and Ghana ($2,581). The maximum GDP per capita is in Qatar
($114,565), followed by Kuwait ($83,019), Singapore ($60,388), United States ($48,554), and
the Netherlands ($44,030).
On a scale of 0-100 (higher score means least corrupted), the corruption index shows
whether a country is perceived as highly corrupted or not. The mean score of corruption is 46.06.
Corruption varies among 59 countries that are listed in the World Values Survey – Wave 6 in
which Uzbekistan (17) has the lowest, followed by Iraq (18), Haiti (19), Zimbabwe (20), and
Libya (21). The least corrupted countries are New Zealand (90), Sweden (88), Singapore (87),
Australia (85), and the Netherlands (84).
Democracy, as measured by the freedom house score index, is a country level covariate
in my study. On a scale of 0 to 14, where higher number represents less democracy, its mean
score is 6.857. Democracy scores varies by country level, such as Poland, Slovenia, Estonia,
Spain, Cyprus, Uruguay, Chile, United States, Germany, Netherlands, Australia, Sweden, and
New Zealand have the highest score of democracy among countries. The lowest democracy
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scores are in Libya and Uzbekistan (14), followed by China and Belarus (13), Zimbabwe (12.6),
Tunisia (11.6), Iraq (11.5), and Qatar (11).
More than half of the respondents live in Christian majority countries, followed by 29.2
percent live in Muslim majority, 7.7 percent of respondents live in Buddhist majority countries,
and about 12 percent of respondents live in countries where no religion is dominant over other
religions.
Figure 5.1 shows the distribution of social tolerance mean score across countries. Among
countries, the lowest social tolerance mean score is in Libya (2.17), followed by Azerbaijan
(2.54), Palestine (2.61), Armenia (2.82), Yemen (2.89), Turkey (2.89), Yemen (2.89), Malaysia
(2.91), Georgia (2.92) Iraq (2.97), and South Korea (2.98). The highest mean score of social
tolerance among 57 country is in Brazil (4.77), followed by Spain (4.76), New Zealand (4.7),
Australia (4.6), Chile (4.5), the Netherlands (4.48), the United States (4.44), Colombia (4.43),
Poland (4.41), and Trinidad and Tobago (4.35).Three countries were not asked about social
tolerance, therefore, I do not include them in figure 5.1 – Japan, Kuwait, and Egypt.
Figure 5.2 shows a visual representation of the association between “good and very
good” health and social tolerance mean score of countries. Firstly, the figure 5.2 scatter plot
shows the positive association between social tolerance and good health by country level. As I
circled on figure 5.2, less than 50% percent of respondents in former Soviet Union countries,
Estonia, Armenia, Georgia, Ukraine, Belarus and Russia reported good health. In addition, less
than 40% of people in Ukraine, Belarus, and Armenia report that they are in good health.
Secondly, I find in figure 5.2 scatter plot that majority of respondents in Muslim majority
countries, Libya, Azerbaijan, Iraq, Yemen, Turkey, Palestine, Kyrgyzstan, Jordan, Lebanon,
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Morocco, Tunisia, Qatar, Malaysia, and Algeria (except India and South Korea) feel like they are
in good health.
Figure 5.3 presents the association between social tolerance mean of countries with wellbeing as measured by life satisfaction of respondents. It shows that the association between wellbeing and social tolerance is positive. The Y-axis represents well-being scale which starts from 0
to 10, however, for the best visualization of the association the plot starts at 5 to 9 in this study.
The X-axis represents social tolerance mean score for countries, and starts at 2 to 8. The mean
score life-satisfaction for countries more than 5. As I circled on the figure 5.2 that similar to selfrated health plot, the former Soviet countries are below the regression line and their pattern are
similar to one another.
Figure 5.4 illustrates the life expectancy association with reporting social tolerance at the
country level. I use the life expectancy mean score of countries from the World Bank datasets in
order to highlight an alternative way of showing direction of association between social tolerance
and health outcome of individuals. The figure 5.4 shows that countries with higher level of social
tolerance mean score are also those with higher life expectancy for individuals who live within.
Figure 5.4 scatter plot shows a same direction of association between reporting social tolerance
and self-rated health and life-satisfaction scores.
Multi-Level Logistic Regression Results
The Impact of Social Tolerance on Reporting Better Health
Table 5.4 presents the multilevel logistic regression results for self-rated health at the
individual and country levels. Model 1 and 2 are logistic regression models, where the dependent
variable is self-rated health. I present odds ratios for both models. In these models, I predict
‘good’ or ‘very good’ health. If odd ratios is under one – with a negative sign - then the
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independent variable is associated with a decreases of the likelihood of reporting ‘good’ or ‘very
good’ health. If odds ratio is over one – positive sign – then it means that independent variable is
associated with dependent variables, however the likelihood of reporting ‘good’ and ‘very good’
health increases.
In table 5.4, model 1 represents only individual level covariates, and a random intercept
for country level. Looking at the results of the model 1, I find that as social tolerance level
increases the likelihood of reporting ‘good’ and ‘very good’ health increases as well. For every
one unit increase in social tolerance scale, the odds ratio of reporting ‘good’ and ‘very good’
health increases by 3.1 percent (p>.001), holding other variables in constant. Increasing
education level is associated with an increase of reporting good and very good health. As every
one unit increase in educational attainment, the odds ratio of reporting ‘good’ and ‘very good’
health increases by 7.1 percent (p>.001), holding other variables in constant. Compared to men,
women feel less healthy in my study. In other words, compared to men, the odds ratio of
reporting ‘good’ and ‘very good’ health for women respondents decreases by 18 percent
(p>.001), holding other variables in constant. As it is expected, the increasing age of respondents
is associated with a decrease in the likelihood of reporting ‘good’ and ‘very good’ health.
Basically, as age increases respondents report more health problems. Compared to unmarried
people, married respondents report that they are healthier. Those who are full-time employed and
increasing income are both associated with better health outcome. Finally, those with higher
social capital report they are significantly healthier than those who have no social capital.

128

Table 5.2

Correlations matrix of all dependent and independent variables.
(1)

Health (1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)

1

Satisfied (2)

0.249

1

Tolerance (3)

0.038

0.101

1

Education (4)

0.107

0.092

0.070

1

Female (5)

-0.066

0.007

0.027

-0.041

1

Age (6)

-0.304

-0.038

0.016

-0.192

0.018

1

Married (7)

-0.013

0.066

-0.041

-0.097

-0.016

0.220

1

Children (8)

-0.145

-0.004

-0.019

-0.167

0.107

0.471

0.572

1

Employed (9)

0.082

0.060

0.063

0.239

-0.153

-0.099

0.055

-0.006

1

Income (10)

0.192

0.266

0.002

0.268

-0.026

-0.104

0.035

-0.067

0.140

1

Social Trust (11)

0.042

0.062

0.059

0.095

-0.012

0.068

0.024

0.008

0.060

0.052

1

-0.037

-0.040

-0.144

-0.094

-0.030

-0.091

0.065

0.015

-0.122

-0.095

-0.036

1

GDP Per Capita (13)

0.055

0.122

0.096

0.139

0.013

0.124

-0.001

-0.018

0.146

0.127

0.135

-0.373

1

Corruption (14)

0.055

0.094

0.222

0.094

0.005

0.188

0.008

0.000

0.124

0.073

0.177

-0.504

0.666

1

Democracy (15)

-0.024

-0.093

-0.208

-0.023

0.004

-0.145

0.020

-0.023

-0.038

0.037

-0.031

0.352

-0.193

-0.624

1

Urban Population (16)

-0.012

0.085

0.114

0.180

0.020

0.107

-0.072

-0.058

0.133

0.049

0.069

-0.369

0.594

0.510

-0.253

1

Christian (17)

-0.102

0.013

0.234

0.108

0.035

0.063

-0.114

0.014

0.064

-0.112

-0.051

-0.275

-0.075

0.146

-0.421

0.116

1

Muslim (18)

0.079

-0.020

-0.235

-0.077

-0.018

-0.142

0.019

-0.078

-0.071

0.138

-0.075

0.198

-0.032

-0.342

0.497

-0.049

-0.706

1

Buddhist(19)

0.041

0.017

0.002

0.041

-0.005

0.040

0.055

0.014

0.057

0.018

0.151

0.038

0.191

0.201

0.155

0.082

-0.347

-0.194

1

Other (20)

0.012

-0.007

-0.042

-0.117

-0.031

0.083

0.124

0.094

-0.062

-0.045

0.064

0.142

-0.009

0.097

-0.226

-0.226

-0.314

-0.175

-0.09

Conflict (12)

(20)
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Table 5.3

Descriptive Statistics.

Variable

Mean

SD

Min

Max

N

Self-Rated Health

0.704

_

0

1

89,239

Life Satisfaction

6.834

2.274

1

10

88,979

Social Tolerance

3.695

1.395

0

5

84,249

Education

5.65

2.421

1

9

88,766

Female

0.522

_

0

1

89,474

Age

41.93

16.552

16

102

89,382

Married

0.627

_

0

1

89,321

Children

0.702

_

0

1

87,898

Employment

0.318

_

0

1

88,038

Income

4.825

2.1

1

10

86,311

Social Capital

0.247

_

0

1

87,177

Dependent Variables

Individual Covariates
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Table 5.3 (continued)
Variable

Mean

SD

Min

Max

N

Conflict

0.435

_

0

1

88,565

GDP per capita

18696.95

19601.81

1064.733

114565

87,327

6.857

3.896

0

14

Country Context

Freedom House – Regime
Type

87,565

Christian

0.505

_

0

1

85,969

Muslim

0.292

_

0

1

85,969

Buddhist

0.077

_

0

1

85,969

Other

0.124

_

0

1

85,969
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Figure 5.1

Social Tolerance mean score across countries in World Value Survey – wave 6.
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Figure 5.2

Self-Rated Health by Social Tolerance Country mean scores, World Values Survey – wave 6.
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Figure 5.3

Well-being by Social Tolerance Country Mean Score, World Values Survey – wave 6.
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Figure 5.4

Life Expectancy by Social Tolerance Country Mean Score
135

Table 5.4

Multiple Logistic results.
Health: Individual
(1)

Health: Country
(2)

Odds Ratio

(S.E)

Odds Ratio

(S.E.)

Social Tolerance

1.031***

0.00731

1.029***

0.0076

Education

1.071***

0.00486

1.068***

0.00498

Female

0.819***

0.01517

0.814***

0.015598

Age

0.963***

0.00065

0.963***

0.000674

Married

1.238***

0.02838

1.246***

0.029659

Children

0.88***

0.02458

0.874***

0.025324

Employment

1.216***

0.0263

1.192***

0.026692

Income

1.161***

0.00557

1.154***

0.005736

Social Trust

1.386***

0.03263

1.374***

0.033396

Conflict

0.683**

0.127999

Democracy

0.890***

0.025005

GDP Per Capita

1.000**

4.76E-06

State Fragility Index

1.085***

0.025822

Muslim

1.697***

3.41E-01

Buddhist

2.610***

0.790926

1.305

0.502876

3.902***

0.800688

Other
Constant
Observations

3.767***

0.39551

76,154

70,549

AIC

76338.91

71,232.74

BIC

76440.55

71,397.70

0.116

0.074

55

51

ICC (Country Level)
Number of groups
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Table 5.5

Linear Regression results
Well-being: Individual
(3)

Well-being: Country
(4)

Coefficient

(S.E.)

Coefficient

(S.E.)

Social Tolerance

0.0597***

0.006006

0.0591***

0.00626

Education

0.0170***

0.003779

0.0172***

0.00389

Female

0.0964***

0.015297

0.0911***

0.01593

Age

-0.0045***

0.000567

-0.0045***

0.00059

Married

0.343***

0.019279

0.334***

0.02011

Children

-0.149***

0.022649

-0.158***

0.02364

0.0155

0.017371

0.013

0.01815

Income

0.266***

0.003922

0.262***

0.00407

Social Trust

0.296***

0.018992

0.280***

0.01985

0.218

0.22818

Democracy

-0.0646*

0.03472

GDP Per Capita

9.83e-06*

0.00001

State Fragility Index

0.0024

0.02935

Muslim

-0.089

0.24771

Buddhist

0.006

0.37406

Other

-0.182

0.47665

5.484***

0.26105

Employment

Conflict

Constant

5.147***

0.105358

R-Squared - Level 1

0.0906

0.1067

R-Squared - Level 2

0.1738

0.333

AIC

325228.6

12 (df)

301517.1

19 (df)

BIC

325339.4

12 (df)

301691.2

19 (df)

ICC (Level 2)

0.10463

0.018001

0.0874497

0.015936

Observations
Number of groups

76,098
55
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70,505
51

The Impact of Social Tolerance on Well-being
Table 5.5 displays the multilevel linear regression results for well-being for both
individual and country levels. At the individual level all covariates are statistically significantly
associated with well-being, except employment status of respondents. For every one unit
increase in social tolerance level, well-being of respondents increases by about 6 percent
(p<.001), holding other variables in constant. Higher educational attainment is positively
associate with a higher degree of well-being. In other words, for every one additional degree of
education, reporting well-being increases by about 2 percent (p<.001). Female respondents report
higher well-being scores than male respondents. Age is negatively associated with well-being;
every additional age decreases well-being of respondents. Well-being of married people are
higher than non-married people. Well-being of those who have at least one child and more are
less than who do not have a child. Income level is also positively associated with wellbeing that
for every one degree of income level wellbeing increases by 26 percent (p<.001). Finally, social
trust is positively associated with wellbeing that for every one degree increase in social trust,
wellbeing increases by about 30 percent (p<.001), holding other covariates in constant.
When include country level variables, association of individual level covariates still
statistically significantly associated with wellbeing, with very minor changes. I found no
statistically significant results between conflict, state fragility, and culture of a country. I found
that as the democracy score of a country increases, the wellbeing decreases by about 6 percent
(p<.05), holding other variables in constant. I also found that as GDP per capita of a country
increases, wellbeing score increases too.
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Conclusion
In this chapter, I explored the association between self-rated health and well-being of
respondents with social intolerance within a multi-level analysis. Social intolerance, as the main
independent variable in this chapter, is a type of negative emotion that may influence people’s
overall well-being. I used the additive index of social tolerance and examined the reliability of
the scale. The Cronbach’s Alpha results show that my scale’s items are conceptually related to
one another and they fit together as a scale.
I estimated a series of multi-level logistic regression and multi-level ordinary least square
regression analyses to identify the impact of social intolerance on the health of individuals, and
also its impact on the overall psychological well-being of individuals. To do that, I conduct
World Values Survey wave-6 dataset with sample from 57 countries and three disputed areas.
Firstly, descriptive analysis shows that approximately 70% of respondents report that they have a
good and very good health condition; however, the findings indicate that there is a variation
among countries on reporting very good and good health conditions. The well-being, results
illustrate that life satisfaction, as a scale ranges from 0 (very un-satisfied) to 10 (very satisfied),
that mean score for individuals is 6.8; while respondents in Armenia (5.2) report the lowest
score, respondents in Mexico (8.5) report the highest score of life satisfaction.
I highlight the association between health and social tolerance on a scatter plot to identify
direction of association in country level. The scatter plot shows a positive association between
reporting good and very good health with social tolerance in country level. Findings show that
less than 50% of respondents in former Soviet Union countries report good and very good health.
It also shows that majority of respondents in Muslim countries feel that they are in good health.
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I also highlight the association between social tolerance and life-satisfaction on a scatter
plot and found a positive association between countries mean score for life-satisfaction and
social tolerance mean scores.
My multi-level logistic results show that those with a higher level of social tolerance are
more likely to report good and very good health. This result supports my hypothesis that those
who are social tolerant are more likely to feel less healthy compared to those with social more
tolerant. In my analysis, I control for education, gender, age, marital status, having children,
employment status, income level, and social capital. Findings show that higher educated, male,
younger aged, married, those who don’t have children, those who are full time employed, higher
income level, and greater degree of social capital are feeling healthier in individual level. At the
country level, my findings indicate that social tolerance still matters for those who live in
countries with a higher degree of social tolerance are more likely report good and very good
health. All other individual level covariates are also statistically significantly associated with
reporting good and very good health. In country level covariates, those who live in countries
with a higher degree of conflict are feeling less healthy. Surprisingly, I found that those who live
in countries with a greater degree of democracy are less likely to report good and very good
health. In the same vein, my findings show that those who live in higher degree of fragile
countries are feeling healthier. Compared to Christian majority countries, those who live in
Muslim majority and Buddhist majority countries feel healthier.
I ran identical models for my multi-level ordinary least square analyses in this chapter
with multi-level logistic regression analyses. My results show that there is a positive association
between social tolerance and life-satisfaction. As social tolerance increases, life-satisfaction
increases as well. Basically, those with higher degree of social tolerance are also those who have
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a higher degree of psychological well-being. I found empirical support for my hypothesis that as
social tolerance increases, well-being increases as well.
My individual level covariates are statistically significantly associated with well-being,
except employment status of people. My findings show that higher educated, female, younger
aged, married, those who have no children, those with higher income level, and those with
greater degree of social capital are also those who feel psychologically better with their higher
life-satisfaction scores.
The country level results show that the conflict level of a country has no significant effect
on psychological well-being. I found that the well-being of those who live in countries with a
higher degree of democracy is less than those who live in lower degree of democratic countries.
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CHAPTER VI
HISTORICAL COMPARATIVE ANALYSES OF SOCIAL TOLERANCE IN THE UNITED
STATES, TURKEY, AND SOUTH AFRICA
Introduction
In chapter four, by conducting a multi-level analyses, I explore factors that play a role in
the likelihood of reporting social tolerance toward racially different, immigrants/foreign workers,
homosexuals, and religiously different people cross-nationally. In the individual level analysis, I
found that higher educated individuals are more likely to report social tolerance at all dimensions
compared to less educated people cross-nationally. Female respondents are more likely to report
social tolerance toward racially different, immigrants/foreign workers, and homosexuals;
however, male respondents are more likely to report social tolerance toward religiously different
people. As people aged, the likelihood of reporting social tolerance toward racially different and
homosexuals increases as well. I found that the context of a country matters too. It has
associations with reporting social tolerance, as such the likelihood of reporting racial, religious,
and immigrant social tolerance is low in ethnically less fractionalized countries. In addition, I
found that the corruption score of a country has a significant association with the likelihood of
reporting social tolerance toward racially different, immigrants/foreign workers, and
homosexuals, in which individuals in more corrupted countries are more likely report social
intolerance. Regarding the impact of culture, I found Muslim and Buddhist majority countries
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are less likely to report social tolerance toward racially different and immigrants/foreign workers
compare to Christian majority countries.
In chapter five, I examined the health consequences of social intolerance on health with a
multi-level approach. I found that at the individual and country levels, social intolerant people
are more likely to report mental and physical health problems.
In the conclusions of chapters four and five, I indicate that I only using Wave-6 data of
the WVS when conducting the analysis. Basically, the social tolerance of people toward those
groups were conducted at one time. In chapters four and five, my results were based on
quantitative survey data, therefore, my results in these two chapters were limited based on type
of questions asked to respondents.
In the current chapter, I examine social tolerance trends of three countries (the United
States, Turkey, and South Africa) with a historical comparative analysis approach. I am
attempting to explore the impact of socio-historical developments regarding the racial and ethnic
conflict of these societies reporting social tolerance toward racially different, immigrant/foreign
workers, homosexuals, and religiously different groups. I am also examining the impact of
income inequality by using the Gini scores to report social tolerance. Lastly, I attempt to
examine the direction of the association – if any- between GDP per Capita of these countries and
reporting social tolerance toward target groups.
Previous literature showed that the context of a country has an impact on individuals’
social tolerance toward those who are not like themselves. As such, studies explored the impact
of religious belief –culture (Fletcher and Sergeyev 2002; Grundel and Maliepaard 2012;
Milligan, Andersen, and Brym 2014), economic growth (Berggren and Nilsson 2013; Florida et
al. 2008; Friedman 2005; Gani 2016; Hadler 2012); regime of a country (Corneo and Jeanne
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2009; Dunn and Singh 2014; Inglehart 2005; Nie et al. 1996; Peffley and Rohrschneider 2003);
and ethnic and religious fractionalizations (Bangwayo-Skeete and Zikhali 2013; Bangwayo‐
Skeete and Zikhali 2011) impact on people’s social tolerance toward out-group members.
Driven by the literature, in this chapter, I am taking a different approach than the
approach used in chapters four and five to investigate whether there is an association between the
historical developments of a country on social tolerance dimensions; as such, I am focusing on
race and ethnic conflict or the racist history of a country – which is a socio-historical
development. I am trying to see the impact of income inequality (through the Gini index) on
social tolerance toward each dimension. In addition, I am focusing on the influence of the
economic condition of a country (GDP per Capita) on the social tolerance dimensions of these
countries.
In chapters four and five, I was not able to determine whether historical developments of
a country have impacts on reporting social tolerance on individuals. For example, the racial and
ethnic conflict history of a country may have an impact on individuals’ attitudes toward racially
or ethnically different people, as well as, social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers.
Race, as it is one of the most important concepts that divides people into groups based on various
physical characteristics, has been very impactful on individuals’ life chances in the United States
(Omi and Winant 1994). Without including a discussion of race relations and the history of
racism in the United States and South Africa, the measuring of the social tolerance of people will
be incomplete. In addition to this, ethnic conflict is more visible in the context of Turkey,
explaining social tolerance variation throughout this 30-year period would be brief without
including information about the ethno-national conflict in Turkey.
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Although the World Values Surveys have been conducted in more than 100 countries, the
scope of this analysis consists of the United States, South Africa, and Turkey. I present several
reasons for analyzing only these three countries. First, when conducting a trend of social
tolerance at the country level, there are only a handful of countries in the WVS that have more
than four waves. Secondly, when looking at the income inequality of these countries, South
Africa had the highest Gini coefficient score compared to the other countries. Therefore, I
include South Africa in my analysis. Third, race relations in a country is an important
determinant of social tolerance, therefore, both South Africa and the United States fit my criteria
due to their racist history. Fourth, I am focusing on Turkey because it is different than the US
and South Africa. Due to the religious culture of the population being predominantly Muslim, I
am able to examine the role of religion on individuals and make comparisons between the
religious cultures. In contrast to the US and South Africa, Turkey has an ethnic conflict
experience, although the structure of the conflicts in these countries are similar; ethnic conflict in
Turkey has led to internal war that differs from the racist history of the US and South Africa.
Apartheid in South Africa is similar with the era of institutionalized segregation and
racism in the United States. From this point of view, I argue that the impacts of these two
nations’ experiences of institutionalized racism will provide explanations about the social
tolerance of people toward racially different people and immigrants. Although, there has not
been institutionalized residential segregation between Turkish and non-Turkish (especially
Kurdish population) in Turkey, studies showed that the majority of the Kurdish population live
in the less-developed region of the country (the Southeast region) (Abbas and Yigit 2016; Kirişci
1997; Romano and Gurses 2014). There has been no legal or institutionalized segregation
between Turks and Kurds; hence, economically, socially, and democratically visible differences
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have been observed between the Turkish majority areas and the Kurdish majority area. Due to
these practices of unequal treatment in these three countries, it is extremely important to
highlight race and ethnic historical developments’ impact on the social tolerance of people.
There were 12 countries in the World Values Survey that had data collected at least five
times: Argentina, Australian, Chile, India, Japan, Mexico, South Africa, South Korea, Spain,
Sweden, Turkey, and the United States. I list all these countries and examined their Gini scores,
freedom house scores, ethnic/language/religion fractionalization scores, unemployment rates,
regime types (Polity IV), and race/ethnic conflict history. I found that South Africa has the
highest Gini coefficient score among these countries, as well as, institutionalized racism that
ended while the waves of the WVS were collected. Among these countries, Turkey has the
lowest Freedom house score, lowest religious fractionalization score, after South Africa, it has
the second highest unemployment rate, and according to the Polity IV, it is the only closed
Anocracy – partly democracy and dictatorship- country. Further, ethnic conflict among Kurds
and Turks is also an important component that may have an impact on the social tolerance of
people in Turkey. Finally, among these 12 countries, the United States is one of the most
economically developed, democratic, with a lower unemployment rate, and a long history of
immigration, as well as racism. Based on all these points that I highlighted above, I decided to
explore social tolerance dimensions’ trend in the United States, Turkey, and South Africa.
Theoretical Frameworks
Perceptions of individuals toward racially different, immigrant/foreign workers,
homosexuals, and religiously different people are shaped by individuals’ differences; however,
societal differences –the context of a country – have been an important determinant as well. As
such, previous research has examined reasons for explaining societal differences on the social
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tolerance of people (Bangwayo-Skeete and Zikhali 2013; Dima and Dima 2016; Hadler 2012;
Persell et al. 2001). Few theoretical frameworks have emerged to explanation it.
First, the most used view in previous research, is the Theory of Ethnic Antagonism, in
which ethnic antagonism explained racial and ethnic conflicts among groups in the labor market
(Bonacich 1972). According to Bonacich (1972), ethnic antagonism emerges from the split labor
market, where two or more ethnic or racial groups compete for the same jobs, as well as, where
the cost of hiring workers from one group is cheaper than the other groups. In this circumstance,
employers look for their interests and consequently prefer to hire groups that works for cheap
wages. In addition to this, Edna Bonacich (1976) argued that native and unionized workers with
citizenship demand higher wages compared to immigrant workers, especially those who do not
have official paperwork to be eligible for work. Based on this circumstance, those who demand
higher wages for their work attempt to exclude cheaper groups from the labor market or try to
turn them into a lower-paying and unwanted jobs (Bonacich 1972). In this condition, the labor
market splits among ethnic and racial lines and so the intergroup conflict increases.
The second explanation for the contextual level impact on people’s social tolerance is
called the post-materialist thesis (Inglehart 1990, 1997, 2005; Inglehart and Flanagan 1987). The
idea is that those who live in countries economically secure value autonomy and self-expression
and pay greater consideration to social issues. Higher levels of economic development and
industrialization are expected to be related to higher levels of social tolerance toward out-group
members, such as homosexuals (Andersen and Fetner 2008). Citizens of developed countries
tend to be more post-materialist than under-developed and developing countries (Inglehart and
Flanagan 1987).
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These theoretical frameworks help to explain why the percent of social tolerance toward
racially different, immigrants/foreign workers, homosexuals, and religiously different people
decreases. In addition, where there is a high level of income inequality, tolerance toward racially
different and immigrants might be negatively influenced by that contextual condition. I expect
that, in the South Africa context, as income inequality of the country increases, respondents’
social tolerance toward immigrants will decrease.
Method
Data
World Values Surveys
I am using the World Values Surveys (WVS) data to explore the percent of people who
reported social tolerance. I am using six waves of the WVS, from 1981 to 2014, to highlight the
trend of the social tolerance of people toward racially different, immigrants/foreign workers,
homosexuals, and religiously different people. The WVS is the best survey that allows me to
illustrate social tolerance trend changes. I am aware that the WVS has a cross-sectional design,
therefore, each wave has been conducted with different respondents. I present the percent of
social tolerance dimensions for the three countries.
The WVS has been conducted five times in the United States, – with the exception of the
second wave. The wave-1 of the WVS has conducted in 1981 with 2325 individuals. Followed
by wave-3 in 1995 with 1542 respondents; wave-4 in 1999 with 2000 respondents; wave-5 in
2006 with 1249 individuals; and wave-6 in 2011 with 2232 individuals.
In Turkey, the WVS was conducted five times – with the exception of the first wave. In
1990, the second wave was conducted with 1030 individuals. Wave-3 of the WVS was
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conducted in 1996 with 1907 respondents, followed by wave-4 with 3401 sample size in 2001;
wave-5 in 2007 with 1346 sample size, and lastly wave-6 in 2012 with 1605 respondents.
In South Africa, the WVS has been conducted six times. The first wave conducted in
1982 with 1596 respondents; followed by wave-2 in 1990 with 2736 individuals; wave-3 in 1996
with 2935 respondents; wave-4 in 2001 with 3000 individuals; wave-5 in 2006 with 2988
respondents; and the last wave in 2013 with 3531 individuals. South Africa is one of the six
countries that all waves of the WVS have been conducted. However, in the second wave,
questions about social tolerance dimensions were not asked to respondents. Due to this reason, I
was not able to present the percent of social tolerance for the second wave.
I visualize the percent of respondents that reported social tolerance toward racially
different, immigrants/foreign workers, homosexuals, and religiously different people for the
United States, Turkey, and South Africa in figures 6.1, 6.2, and 6.3 from the first to the sixth
wave.
Gini Coefficient Data
I am using the Gini coefficient scores of three countries from 1981 to 2014 to explore
whether there is an association between economic inequalities and reporting social tolerance.
The Gini data came from the World Bank Data. The World Bank Data is an open data initiative
that is publicly available that provides large amounts of data at the country level.
GDP per Capita Data
The data of the GDP per Capita comes from the World Bank Data repository. The World
Bank data allows me to utilize statistics of these three countries regarding their GDP per capita
by year. The GDP per Capita provides information about development level of a country.
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Previous studies have highlighted that the development level of a country impact individuals’
attitudes, therefore, I expect that among these countries, individuals who live in highly developed
countries will report higher levels of social tolerance toward selected groups, especially
homosexuals and religiously different people. I present the GDP per Capita data for the United
States, Turkey, and South Africa from1981 to 2014.
Dependent Variables
Social Tolerance Dimensions
There are multiple dependent variables in this chapter: 1) Racial social tolerance, 2)
Social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers, 3) Social tolerance toward homosexuals,
and 4) Religious social tolerance. For each dependent variable, respondents were asked whether
they would be neighbors with someone who is racially different, immigrant/foreign workers,
homosexuals, and religiously different people. Those who reported that they would be neighbors
are categorized as socially tolerant.
Independent Variables
Driven by literature, I focused on four independent country level variables that may be
correlated with social tolerance dimensions for the three countries. Specifically, I focus on race
and ethnic conflict / racist history of a country; income inequality (through Gini Index); and
GDP per Capita.
Gini Coefficient
Gini Coefficient / Gini Index is a statistical measure that shows the income or wealth
distribution of nations’ people (Yitzhaki 1979). Predominantly, it is used to show the inequality
among people in a country (Yitzhaki 1979). The Gini score is a measurement that ranges from 0
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(perfect equality) to 100 (the most unequal score). The Gini data for the United States starts in
1979 with score of 34.6. The last Gini score for the United States was in 2013 with a score of 41.
I used the 1979 Gini Score for the United States because the 1981 score is not available on the
World Bank data. The Gini score for Turkey starts in 1987 with score of 43.5 and the last Gini
Score is in 2014 with a score of 41.2. Lastly, the Gini Coefficient score for South Africa begins
at 1993 with score of 59.3, and the last score is 63 in 2014.
GDP per Capita
The Gross domestic product (GDP) per Capita refers to goods and services that have been
produced within a year for a given country. This is an independent variable that I am using to
explore whether there is an association between social tolerance variations of respondents and
the GDP per Capita.
Among these three countries, the United States has the highest GDP per Capita.
Starting in 1981 it was $3.207 Trillion and has increased to $17.522 Trillion in 2014. Followed
by Turkey, which was $71.04 Billion in 1981 and increased to $934.186 Billion in 2014. Finally,
in South Africa, the GDP per Capita was $85.454 Billion and has increased to $350.638 Billion
in 2014. Although the GDP per Capita of these countries have increased, both in Turkey and in
South Africa the change of GDP per Capita was not steady compared to the United States’ GDP
per Capita.
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Results
Descriptive Results for the United States
Racial Social Tolerance
Figure 6.1 shows the percent of respondents who reported racial social tolerance in the
United States from the first wave (1990-1994) to the sixth wave (2010-2014) of the World
Values Surveys. Respondents were asked whether they would be a neighbor of someone who is
racially different. In the first wave, 91.4% of respondents reported racial social tolerance in the
US; followed by the wave-3 (93.4%); wave-4 (92%); wave-5 (95.4%) of respondents reported
racial social tolerance. In wave-5, the highest percentage of social tolerance was reported over a
33-year period was in the US. Finally, in wave-6 (2010-2014),94.4% respondents reported racial
social tolerance in the US.
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Figure 6.1

Percent of people who reported social tolerance toward racially different,
immigrants/foreign workers, homosexuals, and religiously different people in the
United States between 1981 and 2014.

Social Tolerance towards Immigrant / Foreign Workers
Figure 6.1 illustrates the trend of social tolerance toward immigrant/foreign workers in
the US from 1981 to 2014. In waves of the WVS, respondents were asked whether they would be
a neighbor with immigrant/foreign workers. In the US, 91.1% of respondents have reported
social tolerance toward immigrant/foreign workers in wave-1 of the WVS; followed by 90.3% in
wave-3; 90.9% in wave-4; 86.7% in wave-5; and finally, 86.4% in wave-6.
Social Tolerance towards Homosexuals
Figure 6.1 shows the trend of social tolerance of people toward homosexuals from 1995
to 2014. In the first wave of the WVS, respondents were not asked about their willingness of
153

being a neighbor of homosexuals. In addition, the second wave was not conducted in the US. In
the wave-3, 70.5% reported social tolerance toward homosexuals; followed by a 6% increase in
third wave. In wave-5, social tolerance toward homosexuals have decreased compared to wave-4
results that 74.5% reported social tolerance toward homosexuals, in the last wave it has increased
to 79.6%.
Religious Social Tolerance
Figure 6.1 shows a trend of religious social tolerance from 1995 to 2014 in the United
States. In the third and fourth waves of the WVS, people were asked about specific religion
groups, therefore, I include Muslims as a target group. Respondents were asked whether they
agreed to be a neighbor of Muslims. In the third wave 87.7% respondents reported religious
social tolerance; followed by 89.3% in the fourth wave; increased to 96.9% in the fifth wave; and
finally, in the sixth wave, 96.6% respondents reported religious social tolerance.
Descriptive Results for Turkey
Racial (Ethnic) Social Tolerance
Figure 6.2 shows percent of respondents who reported racial (ethnic) social tolerance in
Turkey between the second and the sixth waves of the WVS. Table 4.2 illustrates that 66% of
respondents in wave-2, were racially (ethnically) social tolerant. Followed by wave-3, 59.3% of
respondents were racially (ethnically) social tolerant, which was approximately eight percent
lower than the second wave’s result. In wave-4, 70.1% of respondents reported racial (ethnic)
social tolerance, which was higher about 10 percent higher than the previous wave’s result. In
wave-5, 70.1% of respondents in Turkey reported racial (ethnic) social tolerance. Finally, in
wave six of the WVS, 64.2% respondents reported racial (ethnic) social tolerance.
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Social Tolerance towards Immigrant / Foreign Workers
Figure 6.2 illustrates percent of people who reported social tolerance toward
immigrant/foreign workers in Turkey from 1990 to 2014. Of the 1030 respondents in the second
wave of the WVS, 71.7% reported social tolerance toward immigrants. When it comes to wave3, 56.3% of 1907 respondents reported social tolerance. Between these two waves of the WVS,
there was about a seven percent decrease of social tolerance toward immigrants in Turkey. In
later waves of the WVS, majority of respondents in wave-4 (69%), wave-5 (70.1%), and wave-6
(64.2%) reported that they would be neighbor with immigrant/foreign workers in Turkey.

Figure 6.2

Percent of people who reported social tolerance toward racially (ethnically)
different, immigrants/foreign workers, homosexuals, and religiously different
people in Turkey between 1981 and 2014.
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Social Tolerance towards Homosexuals
Figure 6.2 also shows the social tolerance trend toward homosexuals in Turkey. Starting
with the second wave of the WVS, of the 1030 respondents, only 8.3% reported social tolerance
toward homosexuals. In the third wave of the WVS, 10.3% of respondents were socially tolerant
toward homosexuals. There has been an increase of social tolerance toward homosexuals, as
such in the fourth wave 9.7% of respondents; in the fifth wave 12% respondents; and in the sixth
wave 14.6% of respondents report that they were socially tolerant toward homosexuals in
Turkey.
Religious Social Tolerance
Figure 6.2 shows a trend of religious social tolerance of respondents in Turkey between
1995 to 2014. In wave-3 of the WVS, 41.5% of 1907 respondents reported that they would be a
neighbor of Christians. More than half of the respondents disagreed to be neighbor with
Christians. In wave-4, respondents were asked directly whether they would be a neighbor with
religiously different people, of the 1346 respondents, 64.9% reported religious social tolerance in
Turkey. In the Wave-4, when people were directly asked about Christians, only 55.5% reported
religious social tolerance. The majority of the respondents in Wave-5 (66.6%), and in Wave-6
(63.2%) reported religious social tolerance in Turkey.
Descriptive Results for South Africa
Racial Social Tolerance
Figure 6.3 illustrates the percent of people who report that they would be a neighbor with
someone of another race in South Africa between the first and the sixth waves of the WVS.
Table 4.3 shows that the majority of respondents in all waves reported that they would be a
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neighbor of racially different people. However, between waves, it is clearly visible that there has
been an increase and decrease of racial social tolerance in South Africa. In the first wave of the
WVS, 75.3% respondents reported racial social tolerance; followed by more than a 13% increase
in wave three (88.8%). In wave-4, 76.4% of respondents reported racial social tolerance, which
was about 10 percent lower than the previous wave. In the fifth wave, 90% of respondents
reported racial social tolerance, about 14 percent higher than the previous wave’s result and the
highest level of racial social tolerance for South Africa. Lastly, in the wave-6, 80.8% respondents
reported racial social tolerance.

Figure 6.3

Percent of people who reported social tolerance toward racially different,
immigrants/foreign workers, homosexuals, and religiously different people in
South Africa between 1981 and 2014.
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Social Tolerance towards Immigrants / Foreign Workers
Figure 6.3 shows trend of social tolerance toward immigrant/foreign from 1981 to 2014
in South Africa based on six waves of the World Values Surveys. Respondents were asked
whether they would be a neighbor to immigrant/foreign workers. In the first wave, of the 1596
respondents, 93% were socially tolerant toward immigrants. This was the highest percentage of
people who reported social tolerance toward immigrants within an approximately 30 year in
South Africa. When it comes to wave-3 of the WVS, of the 2935 respondents, 78.7% were
socially tolerant toward immigrants. This percentage was about 15 percent less than the first
wave’s result. A decade later, the percent of social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers
dropped dramatically. Of the 3000 respondents in the fourth wave, 69.4% of respondents
reported social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers. In wave-5, 73.6% of 2988
respondents were social tolerant toward immigrants/foreign workers. Finally, in the sixth wave
of the WVS, of the 3531 respondents, 59.1% were social tolerant toward immigrants/foreign
workers. From 1981 to 2014, social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers has decreases
about 34 % in South Africa.
Social Tolerance towards Homosexuals
Figure 6.3 also shows the social tolerance trend toward homosexuals in South Africa.
Starting with the wave-3, of the 2935 respondents, 49.5% of respondents reported social
tolerance toward homosexuals. More than half of the respondents in Wave-3 reported that they
would not be a neighbor with homosexuals. Followed by wave-4, 53.8% of respondents reported
social tolerance toward homosexuals. About same result was reported in wave-5 that 53 % of
respondents were socially tolerant toward homosexuals; and finally, 62.1% of respondents were
socially tolerant toward homosexuals in South Africa.
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Religious Social Tolerance
Starting with the first wave of the WVS, respondents in South Africa were not asked
whether they would be a neighbor to people who have another religion. Figure 6.3 shows that
until wave-4 of the WVS, people were not asked about their social tolerance toward people of a
different religion. In wave-4, respondents were asked whether they would be a neighbor of
Muslims and Jews. Of the 3000 respondents, 76.1% reported that they would be a neighbor of
Muslims, and 75.6% with Jews. In wave-5, people were not asked about a specific religion, but
whether they would be a neighbor with those who have another religion. Of the 2988
respondents, 93.6% reported religious social tolerance in South Africa. In the last wave of the
WVS, of the 3531 respondents, 84% reported religious social tolerance.
Social Tolerance Trends in the US, Turkey, and South Africa
In this section, I am exploring country level socio-historical and economic developments
that may influence social tolerance of individuals toward racially different, immigrants/foreign
workers, homosexuals, and religiously different people. Racism and the racist history of a
country may have an influence on individuals’ attitudes. Hereafter, in the context of the United
States and South Africa, this section covers developments that have been related to race in both
countries. In the context of Turkey, rather than race, ethnicity and ethnic conflict may influence
people’s attitudes toward selected groups.
Income inequality in a country may also influence the social tolerance of people. I expect
that especially as income inequality increases, social tolerance of people toward
immigrants/foreign workers will decrease. Further, economic development of a country may
provide another explanation for social tolerance of people. Previous studies (Berggren and
Nilsson 2016; Hadler 2012; Persell et al. 2001) showed that as individuals in economically more
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developed countries are more likely to report higher social tolerance toward homosexuals and
religiously different people. Due to scrutinizing the effect of economic development, the GDP
per Capita trend of a county may explain social tolerance increases and decreases for these three
countries. In the next section, I am covering the United States, Turkey, and South Africa
respectively.
United States
Racism and Social Tolerance
While examining the racial social tolerance trend in the US context, it is necessary to
explore race relations and the history of institutionalized racism in the US. In this section, I
attempt to interpret social tolerance variations in the US by looking at race related historical
developments of the US. Understanding why people reject to be a neighbor with racially
different people in the US can be explored by looking at race relations in the US. Race is one of
the most important concepts that has a big impact on individuals’ and groups’ life chances.
Race, a socially constructed concept, has transformed and shaped the US society deeply
(Omi and Winant 1994). Race is considered as a fundamental organizing principle of social life
that deeply structures politics, economics, and culture in the US (Omi and Winant 1994). For
example, the prominent black sociologist, Du Bois (1993 - originally published 1903), argued in
his book, The Souls of Black Folks, that the problem of the 20th century is the problem of color
line between blacks and whites. Since then, white and whiteness have been sources of privilege
and protection. Although civil right movements have made civil rights available to the black
population in the US, race remains a fundamental category of disempowerment in the US (Omi
and Winant 1994). It does disempower some (minorities) while it does empower the other
(white).
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Racialization (Omi and Winant 1994) process in the US is based on an idea that certain
groups are singled out for unique treatment based on their imagined physical characteristics. In
this case, whites are seen as superior while non-whites are seen as inferior groups, including
immigrant groups. This process has affected American social life since the exploring of the
continent (Thornton 1987). Social practices, civic, and human rights of whites, non-whites,
immigrants, and their generations has been based on this racialization processes (Omi and
Winant 1994).
Institutionalized racism, which refers to racism that has been perpetuated and legalized
by the social and political institutions (Franklin and Moss 2000; Massey and Denton 1993; Omi
and Winant 1994), has detrimental effects on areas of economic inequality, criminal justice,
health, education, housing, and many other areas of life for minorities in the United States.
Institutionalized racism in the US has been seen in many forms; such as , the historical
exploitation of black people through slavery (Franklin and Moss 2000), in education (Johnson
2006), in residential segregation (Massey and Denton 1993), in accumulation wealth (Oliver and
Shapiro 2006), in the labor market and workplace (Kirschenman et al. 1991), and in the criminal
justice system of the country (Alexander and West 2012; Pager 2002).
Keeping the impact of race, racialization, and institutionalized racism in the US history, I
attempt to explore how racial social tolerance has been influenced by these practices in the US
and the societal context during this 33 year. Although racial and ethnic minorities have been the
subject of discrimination and historical exploitation, they have been negatively affected by those
practices. In this study, I do not control for respondents’ race. I do not control for whether whites
have reported higher percentages of social tolerance compared to blacks and other minorities, or
vice versa. It is important to note that among these three countries, respondents in the United
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States have been reporting the highest percentage of social tolerance in all dimensions, especially
toward racially different people. Vast majority of respondents, regardless of their race, report that
they would be a neighbor with racially different people in the US, during 1981 to 2014. Although
descriptive statistics show that respondents have been racially quite tolerant in the US, some
argue that it is because the appearance of the racism has changed after the civil rights movement
in the mid-1960s.
In the mid-1960s, the civil rights movement has achieved its legislative gains by
organizing protests and nonviolent campaigns throughout the 1950s and 60s (Massey and Denton
1993). The goals of the civil rights movement were ending institutionalized racial segregation,
social and economic discrimination of African Americans, and disenfranchisements (Jim Crow
Laws) of African Americans in the US. The civil rights act of 1964 law banned discrimination
that was based on race, color, religion, sex, and national origins; registration requirements
differences between whites and blacks are banned; racial residential, school, and workplace
segregation were banned (Massey and Denton 1993).
About 20 years after civil right movements, in 1981, the first World Values Survey wave
was conducted in the United States. Of the 2325 respondents, approximately 91.4 percent
reported racial social tolerance. Although a vast majority of respondents reported racial social
tolerance in the US, race still is an important determinant on individuals’ life chances. According
to researchers in this field, racial discrimination, prejudice, and biases are still impactful on
people’s life. As such, Feagin (1991) explored the US racial relations based on the argument that
black-middle class people are free of traditional discrimination practices. He found that colorbased stigma still determines life chances of black Americans in the US after the civil right
movements.
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While the traditional way of racism or Jim Crow racism has been disappeared from the
scene after the Civil rights movements, according to Bobo, Kluegel, and Smith (1997) and
Schuman et al. (1997), racist ideology did not disappear, however its visibility has changed. The
racial biased attitudes of white Americans has changed toward the black population and to other
minority groups in the US from overt Jim Crow type racism to “Laissez-Faire Racism” (Bobo et
al. 1997). Basically, they have noted an increase of overt bigotry attitudes, strict residential
segregation, school segregation, and beliefs that non-whites are biologically inferior in the US
after the civil rights movements (Bobo et al. 1997; Feagin 1991; Schuman et al. 1997). Laissezfaire is a French word that refers to a policy or attitude of a state to let things take their own
course especially in the economic sphere. To explain the racial attitudes of Americans after the
World War II and civil rights movements, Bobo et al. (1997) proposed a new form of racial
ideology, laissez-faire racism to explain race relations in the US. Under this new era of laissezfaire racism, blacks and other racial and ethnic minorities are still stereotyped and blamed for
their own disadvantaged position in the social, economic, and political life in the US. Different
than state enforced racism and inequality in the US as it was in the Jim Crow era and the legacy
of historic slavery era; modern racial inequality relies upon the market and informal racial bias to
recreate, and in some instances sharply worsen, structured racial inequality through laissez-faire
racism in the US (Bobo et al. 1997).
Social and historical developments in the US have changed studies of prejudice from
measuring direct reports on racial discrimination, segregation, and prejudices to aversive racism
(Dovidio 2001). As such, Dovidio (2001) argued that although overt prejudice, racism,
discrimination practices have declined significantly over time in the US; it has evolved to
unconscious and unintentional forms of prejudice. According to Dovidio (2001), aversive racism
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is a new form of racism that emerged in contemporary time and it manifests itself especially at
the individual level. Compared to traditional racism or overt racism, aversive racism happens
unconsciously as well as in subtle and indirect ways in contemporary US society (Dovidio 2001).
Aversive racists in the contemporary US society, often make empathy with victims (Indian
Americans, African American, and other racial and ethnic minorities) who faced with the Jim
Crow racism and traditional racist practices, at the same time, they support racial equality in their
mind, they think themselves as someone who does not have prejudice and biases towards racial
and ethnic minorities, however at the same time they have negative feelings and beliefs about the
blacks and other minority groups (Dovidio 2001).
Eduardo Bonilla-Silva, a prominent sociologist on race relations in the US, focused on
this changing race relations and language of discrimination by examining the post-civil rights era
in his book, White Supremacy and Racism in the Post-Civil Rights Era. Bonilla-Silva (2001)
argued that the persistent inequality of blacks and other ethnic minorities continues in the United
States. However, compared to the Jim Crow period, racial practices and racialization that
reproduce racial inequality in the US has changed its practices; such as, it is increasingly covert,
embedded in operations of institutions, it is not direct racial terminology, and it is invisible to
most whites (Bonilla-Silva 2001). For Bonilla-Silva (2001) a new racial ideology has emerged in
the post-civil rights era, which he calls as the ideology of color-blind racism. Color-blind racism
uses free market ideology (liberalism) to justify current racial order in the US (Bonilla-Silva
2001). It is important to note that although color-blindness sounds progressive, by interviewing
with people, he showed stories of color-blind racists are just a more liberal way to justify current
racial inequalities in the US (Bonilla-Silva 2001). Color-blindness is a way to blame blacks for
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their problems, by referring to their culture that lead blacks to be failure in society (Bonilla-Silva
2001)
All these researchers have highlighted that overt racism, the Jim Crow type structural
racism, prejudice, inequalities, and discrimination have changed into an aversive / color-blind /
laissez-faire racism in the post-civil rights era in the United States. Therefore, although survey
studies have shown that racial attitudes that create inequalities in the US has decreased
dramatically, the appearance of the discrimination, racism, prejudice, and race related biases
have changed.
From this point of view, as previous researchers have highlighted, I found the highest
degree of racial social tolerance in the US context in all waves of the World Values Survey,
regardless of respondents’ race. Hence, all statistics in the US indicate that race is still very
important component of social and economic life and has real consequences for racial and ethnic
minorities.
GINI Coefficient and Social Tolerance
Figure 6.4 shows Gini Coefficient scores of the United States from 1979 to 2014. Figure
6.4 shows that the income inequality in the US has increased from 34.6 in 1979 to 41 in 2013. I
am exploring whether there is an association between the social tolerance of people with income
inequality changes.
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Figure 6.4

The Gini Coefficient scores from 1979 to 2013 in the United States.

Figure 6.4 shows the Gini score of the US increased linearly. During the same period,
figure 6.1 shows that there was a decrease of reporting social tolerance toward
immigrants/foreign workers in the US. In 1981, 91.1% of respondents have reported social
tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers, however in wave-6 it has decreased to 86.4%.
This result shows that as income inequality increases people’s attitudes toward
immigrants/foreign workers decreases. This study does not allow researchers to evaluate cause
and effect relationships. Therefore, direction of association between income inequalities through
the Gini score with social tolerance toward immigrants is negative, as one increases the other one
decreases.
GDP per Capita and Social Tolerance
Figure 6.5 shows a GDP per Capita trend of the United States from 1981 to 2014. The
GDP per Capita scores of the county allow me to see the direction of associations with social
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tolerance dimensions. Figure 6.5 shows that the GDP per Capita has increased constantly until
the time of the 2008 economic recession and then continued to increase until 2014. Researchers
highlighted that people in economically developed countries are more likely report social
tolerance toward homosexuals and religiously different people.

Figure 6.5

GDP Per Capita in the US, 1981-2014 in the United States.

In this vein, figure 6.1 shows that the social tolerance level of respondents toward
homosexuals have increased from 70.5% in 1995 to 79.6% in 2011. The figure 6.1 also shows
that the social tolerance level of people has increased from 87.7% in 1995 to 96.6% in 2011. In
addition, social tolerance toward religiously different people has increased from 87.7% in 1995
to 96.6% in 2011 in the US. The direction of the association between the GDP per Capita and
social tolerance toward homosexuals and religiously different people are positive, in which as the
GDP per Capita increases, social tolerance toward homosexuals and religiously different people
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increases as well. From this point of view, this result shows that the economic condition of a
country influence individuals’ social tolerance of people toward homosexuals and religiously
different people.
Turkey
Ethnic Conflict and Social Tolerance
In previous section, I present institutionalized racism and racial inequalities practices that
have been placed in the United States. In this section, institutionalized ethnic inequalities
between Turkish majority and non-Turkish ethnic minorities will be on the scope of this study. I
am attempting to explore whether there has been an association between ethnic conflicts with
social tolerance in Turkey. I expect to find a direction of the association between reporting social
tolerance and ethnic conflict in the Turkish context.
In the context of Turkey, different from the US and South Africa, ethnic identity is quite
important and has implications on individuals’ life chances, rather than racial identity. Below, I
provide a brief explanation of ethnic conflict between the Kurds and Turks in Turkey and then
focus on the direction of an association between social tolerances toward racially (ethnically)
different groups, immigrants/foreign workers and ethnic conflict with a historical development
perspective.
Tolerance literature in Turkey highlights that since the early 1980s, identity politics has
increased and so the conflict and intolerance among groups has been more visible (Sarigil 2010).
Especially, the rise of Kurdish ethnic identity and so called “Kurdish question” in Turkey has
been one of the biggest social problems in the history of the modern Turkey (Dixon and Ergin
2010; Kirişci 1997; Romano and Gurses 2014; Sarigil 2010; Sarigil and Karakoc 2017). It is not
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feasible to cover all of the history pertaining to the Kurdish question starting in the early 20th
century, but will specifically focus on 1980 to 2014.
To provide a historical background for the conflict, it is important to note that the
Ottoman Empire was multi-ethnic, multi-religious, and a multi-nation society; however, the new
established Turkish republic followed the nation-building approach and so it eradicated all other
ethnic identities and Turkish identity mandated to become the only legitimate identity within the
country in 1923. Kurdish groups have challenged and rejected this normative ethnic identity
starting in the 1930s until now. Kurdish people have been systematically persecuted,
marginalized, and left economically disadvantaged in Turkey (Romano and Gurses 2014). The
Kurdish language, names, folklore, and dress have been banned especially in the Southeastern
region of Turkey from the public and private life (Aslan 2015). Further, the Kurdish ethnic
identity has been denied by Turkish government and so were categorized as “Mountain Turks”
until 1991 (Hannum 1996). The race relations in South Africa and the United States are similar
in a sense that Kurdish people in the context of Turkey are systematically discriminated,
excluded, disenfranchised, and forced to assimilate by the Turkish state apparatus.
Kurdish people, an ethnic group without a sovereign nation, have been partitioned out
between Turkey, Iraq, Syria, and Iran after the collapse of the Ottoman Empire in the beginning
of the 20th century by the European powers (Kirişci 1997).
Although the Kurdish marginalization has been studied in multiple angles, 12 September
1980 Turkish military coup has been very detrimental on the conflict between Turkish state and
the Partiya Karkerên Kurdistanê (Kurdistan’s Worker Party - PKK). According to a Kurdish
intellectual, Altan Tan, the military coup at 1980 in Turkey has further reinforced increasing
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brutality of Turkish state practices on Kurdish minorities, which eventually became an important
time for the increasing support to the PKK (Tan 2011).
An armed conflict between the PKK and the Turkish state has begun 1984, right after the
12 September 1980 Turkish military coup (Abbas and Yigit 2016). The PKK is a Kurdish
insurgent political organization that based in Turkey, Iraq, and Syria (Romano and Gurses 2014)
and has identified as a terrorist organization by the United States and European Union countries.
The PKK has begun an armed conflict with the Turkish state to change the normative Turkish
ethnic identity and demand for equal rights as well as establish cultural and political rights for
Kurdish minorities in Turkey (Aslan 2015; O’Leary 2018).
The armed conflict between the PKK and the Turkish state forces has negatively affected
engagement between Kurdish and Turkish citizens’ through the 1980s and 1990s (Sarigil and
Karakoc 2017). The armed conflict has reached its peak in the 1990s until the leader of the
organization was captured in 1999 (Aslan 2015; Romano and Gurses 2014).
To explore the association between social tolerance and ethnic relations in Turkey, figure
6.2 shows that in 1990, the second wave of the WVS, about 66% of people reported social
tolerance toward racially (in Turkish context it would be ethnically) different people. In the third
wave, social tolerance toward racially different people has decreased to 56.3% in Turkey.
Decreasing social tolerance toward racially (ethnically) different people in Turkey is associated
with the increase of armed conflict between Turkish state and Kurdish insurgent group.
Due to armed conflict in Southeast Turkey, millions of Kurdish people were forcefully
displaced and moved to mostly cities and more populated areas of the country in late 1980s to
the early 1990s (Çelik 2005). As shown on the figure 6.2, social tolerance toward immigrants has
decreased from 71.7% in 1990 (wave-2) to 56.3% in 1996 (wave-3).
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After the capture of the PKK leader, a period of cease fire was announced by the new
leaders of the PKK (Akkaya and Jongerden 2010). The cease fire between the PKK and the
Turkish state forces held for five years in the country. During this time, wave-4 of the WVS was
conducted in Turkey, social tolerance toward racially (ethnically) different and immigrants have
increased compared to wave-3 of the WVS’s results. This result shows that when conflict
increases in the country, social tolerance level of people decreases especially toward racially
(ethnically) and immigrants.
The armed conflict between the PKK and the Turkish state forces restarted after 2004
until 2006 period, however the intensity of the war was slow. In fall 2006, the PKK declared a
unilateral cease-fire until 2012. During this period, the WVS has conducted two waves in
Turkey, in wave-5 (2007) surprisingly after unilateral cease fire that has been declared by the
PKK, social tolerance of people toward racially (ethnic) and immigrants have increased too. The
wave-6 of the WVS was conducted in 2012 and social tolerance toward racially (ethnic) different
and immigrants had decreased. In 2012, the armed conflict between the PKK and the Turkish
state forces has increased dramatically and so its effect can be seen clearly in the declining social
tolerance toward racially (ethnically) and immigrants in Turkey.
Gini Coefficient and Social Tolerance
To present Gini scores for Turkey from 1979 to 2014, I am using the World Bank data.
The earliest Gini score available for Turkey is in 1987 (Gini 43.5). Figure 6.6 shows Gini scores
for Turkey between 1979 and 2014. As it is obvious that the Gini score of Turkey differs from
the US scores because it sharply decreases and increases. I am not interested reasons of these
kinds of sharp increases or decreases of Gini scores, however, I am focusing on whether there is
an association between social tolerance and Gini scores throughout these years.
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A Gini score of 43.5 in 1987 decreases to 41.3 in 1994, during the third wave of the
World Values Survey conducted in Turkey in 1996. Figure 6.2 shows that social tolerance
toward homosexuals has increased between second and third wave of the WVS. As the Gini
score decreases in Turkey, figure 6.2 shows that the social tolerance level of people increases
toward all dimensions. As the Gini score decreases, social tolerance toward target group
members increases in Turkey. Starting in 2011, the Gini score for the Turkey increases, and
when compared to the social tolerance trend, Wave-6 results show that social tolerance toward
racially different, immigrants, and religiously different people decreases as well. These results
show that in the Turkish context, income inequality is associated with the social tolerance level
of people.

Figure 6.6

Gini Coefficient Scores for Turkey from 1979 to 2014 years.
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GDP per Capita and Social Tolerance
Figure 6.7 shows GDP per Capita trend for Turkey from 1981 to 2014 years. Based on
the World Bank data, in 1981 the GDP per Capita of Turkey was $71.04 Billion and it has
increased until 1993 year and became $180.17 billion. During this period, first World Values
Survey conducted in 1990 year in Turkey and 71.7% of respondents reported social tolerance
toward immigrants, 66% reported social tolerance toward racially different people, and 8.3%
reported social tolerance toward homosexuals. After 1993, as figure 6.7 shows that economy of
the country faced some problems and it took four years to meet 1993 GDP per Capita. The wave3 of the VWS was conducted in 1996 in Turkey, and social tolerance percentages of people have
decreased during the same period. A similar pattern between GDP per Capita increase and
decrease is seen on social tolerance of people in Turkey. As figure 6.2 shows that after 1994
year, GDP per Capita has increased as so the social tolerance of people toward immigrants,
religiously different, and racially different people in the country until wave-6 (2012).
It is important to note that after 2013 the GDP per capita of the country has decreased
dramatically. As wave-6 of the World Values Survey has conducted in 2012 in Turkey, it can be
seen that social tolerance percentages have slightly decreased wave-3 for the first time in all
dimensions, except toward homosexuals.
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Figure 6.7

GDP per Capita for Turkey between 1981 and 2014 years.

South Africa
Racism and Social Tolerance
The significance of race in South Africa context has shaped institutional structures and so
it has impacted society by favoring one group over another (Clark and Worger 2011). The racism
experience of South Africa is similar with the experience of racism in the US. White and
whiteness have been an important determinant on individuals’ life in both countries. In addition
to racism experience in South Africa, ethnic conflicts in the continent negatively affected the
society and so the individuals. Below, I briefly cover the Apartheid era of South Africa by
emphasizing institutionalized racism. Then, I highlight the importance of the 1984 agreement of
ending the Apartheid system in South Africa. In this section, I focus on direction of association
between social tolerance toward racially different and immigrant/foreign workers.
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Apartheid - the state of being apart - held as a legal racial segregation from 1948 to 1994
in South Africa (Clark and Worger 2011; Dubow and Saul Dubow 2014; Johnson 2006; Welsh
2010). During this era, while white people were numerically minorities, they were legally
protected and given superior position to rule the country. Although racist applications were part
of everyday life of people in South Africa before the World War II, the Apartheid system with its
unequal practices disadvantaged everyone but whites, because racial practices legalized during
this time (Clark and Worger 2011; Dubow and Saul Dubow 2014; Welsh 2010). The apartheid
was a system of controlling and ruling of black majorities by numerically few white inhabitants
in South Africa (Dubow and Saul Dubow 2014; Johnson 2016). In addition to ban of integration
of racial groups – such as marriage, during the Apartheid system different racial groups were
also forced to economically develop separately. Developing economically for blacks was
extremely hard during the Apartheid era; therefore the gap of economic inequality between white
and non-white groups has widened during the apartheid (Dubow and Saul Dubow 2014; Welsh
2010).
Black South African groups, under the apartheid system, formed some forms of
resistance to end unequal treatment of blacks and other minority groups (Dubow and Saul
Dubow 2014). The Sharpeville massacre occurred in 1960 when black South African were
demonstrating against the pass law (an internal passport system to keep racial lines and
segregation of the population) in which 69 people killed and hundreds of them were severely
injured (Clark and Worger 2011; Dubow and Saul Dubow 2014). The protests against the
apartheid increased dramatically in the 1980s that people united against the government’s
activities and unequal treatment of black South Africans (Clark and Worger 2011). Churches,
student organizations, and civic organizations were all formed a unity during that time and hold
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demonstrations against the Apartheid system (Clark and Worger 2011). The government
responded back very harshly by arresting thousands and killing of hundreds of protesters during
that time (Clark and Worger 2011). Due to increasing violence and demands for equality of
people in the country, by the 1990, the president of South Africa had to bring a new reform to
end the apartheid. It took several years of negotiations between the state and the African National
Congress, as well as other governmental and non-governmental organizations (Clark and Worger
2011; Dubow and Saul Dubow 2014; Welsh 2010)
In April 26 to 29, 1994 the first non-racial election was held in South Africa. In that
election, all citizens, regardless of race, ethnicity, and religious beliefs were take part at the
election and Nelson Mandela was elected as the first black president of the history of South
Africa (Welsh 2010). All this historical background is important when doing analysis about
social tolerance in South African context. The impact of the Apartheid can be even seen in the
first wave of the World Values Survey that has been conducted in South Africa. In the first wave
(during the Apartheid) 75.3% of respondents reported racial social tolerance in the country;
however, when I crossed the variable with race of respondents, of the 37.4% percent of white
respondents one-third of them reported that they would be neighbor with racially different
people, and two-third of white respondents rejected to be neighbor with a racially different
person. In the wave-3 of the WVS (1996), two years after the first non-racial election was held in
the country, racial social tolerance has increased from 75.3% to 88.8%.
Researchers showed that ethnic conflicts in the continent has an impact on attitudes of
people, and so on people in South Africa (Bangwayo‐Skeete and Zikhali 2011). I highlight some
important events that may influence social tolerance of people in South Africa. Immigrants have
been seen as a threat by economically lower class population in South Africa (Pillay 2017).
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In 1985, during the Apartheid era, Indian immigrants brought to the country as an
indentured or seasonal laborer. However, they were attacked by the Zulu – numerically the
biggest tribe in South Africa – people and more than 1,500 houses of Indians were set on fire,
and 53 black youth and two Indians were shot during four days riots in Durban city of South
Africa (Anon 1985). That was one the xenophobic event of the history of the country that
affected people.
In 2008, there was another big xenophobic event (Bearak and Dugger 2008) that many
immigrants were dead and their houses were set on fire. Those xenophobic attacks were held in
immigrants’ neighborhood around Johannesburg that held for weeks. The victims of those
attacks were Malawian, Zimbabwean, and Mozambique immigrant groups. While writing this
chapter of my dissertation, another xenophobic event happened in South Africa with 12 deaths of
immigrants (Anon 2019). In the central streets of the Johannesburg, South Africans chanted
“Foreigners must go back to where they came from.”
Based on these historical events about the immigrants in South Africa, when looking at
the figure 6.3, it shows that a dramatic change of social tolerance toward immigrants before and
post-Apartheid times. In the first wave of the WVS, 93% of respondents reported social tolerance
toward immigrants, however with after the first non-racial election, social tolerance toward
immigrants has decreased to 78.7%. As Durban city riots were held in 1985 that thousands of
immigrants forced to leave the city, after the first wave of the WVS, the impact of that
xenophobic attack can be also seen on the figure 6.3.
In addition to this, a dramatic decrease of social tolerance toward immigrants occurred
between wave-5 and wave-6. In 2006, basically before the riots in streets of Johannesburg in
2008 and killing of immigrants, 73.6% of respondents reported social tolerance toward
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immigrants, however in 2013 it has dropped to 59.1%. With this percentage of social tolerance
towards immigrants, in the 6-wave of the WVS, immigrants have been the least liked group
among four dimensions in South Africa and in its history.
Gini Coefficient and Social Tolerance
The figure 6.8 shows Gini score for South Africa from 1979 to 2014. There were seven
Gini scores available between 1979 to 2014 from the World Bank data. Among these three
countries, South Africa has the highest Gini score during waves of the World Values Surveys. It
means that income inequality is higher in South Africa compared to the United States and
Turkey.

Figure 6.8

Gini Coefficient Scores for South Africa between 1979 and 2012.

The first available Gini score of South Africa was in 1993 (59.3). The second score was
in 1996 with the Gini score of 60.7. The third-wave of the WVS was conducted at the same year
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in South Africa. I highlight the direction of the association between social tolerance toward
immigrants and income inequality. When comparing figures 6.3 and 6.8, as Gini Score increases
(income inequality increases) respondents’ social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers
decreases. This means that there is a negative association between income inequality and social
tolerance toward immigrant/foreign workers in South Africa.
In 2014, South Africa had a Gini score of 63, which means that income inequality has
increased since Apartheid has been abolished. During this period, social tolerance toward
immigrants has decreased sharply.
GDP per Capita and Social Tolerance
Figure 6.9 shows the GDP per Capita trend of South Africa from 1981 to 2014. By
comparing GDP per Capita of South Africa and social tolerance trend of the country from 1981
to 2014, it is clear that when GDP per Capita of the country decreases, social tolerance toward
racially different and immigrants decreases as well. During the period 1995 to 2002, GDP per
Capita of the country has decreased and also social tolerance toward immigrants (9.3%) and the
racially different (12.4%) decreased as well in between waves-3 and 4 of the WVS.
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Figure 6.9

GDP per Capita for South Africa between 1981 and 2014.

It is also clear that as GDP per Capita of the country increases, social tolerance increases
as well, especially toward homosexuals. Starting in 1996, social tolerance toward homosexuals
has increased from 49.5% in wave-3 to 62.1% in 2013 in wave-6 of the World Values Survey.
Comparison of Social Tolerance in the US, Turkey, and South Africa
Figure 6.10 shows the racial social tolerance of three countries from 1981 to 2014. As it
is clear on the figure, that the racial social tolerance of people in these three countries ranges
differently. As such, the range of racial social tolerance in the United States has been between
approximately 76% and 90%. However, in South Africa, it has been between approximately 76%
and 90%. Further, in Turkey, it has been between about 59% and 76%. This means that the vast
majority of people in the US are racially social tolerant compared to those in Turkey. Few
theories help to explain social tolerance of people toward racially different in these three
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countries. Yet, it is important to note that these three countries differ demographically,
economically, and culturally; therefore, multiple theories needed to explain this racial and ethnic
social tolerance differences.
Ethnic antagonism theory helps to understand racial social tolerance differences among
these three countries. However, when comparing their results, it is important to note that each
country has its unique circumstances regarding ethnic and racial conflict. As such, ethnicnational conflict in Turkey differs from racial conflicts in other two countries. Since mid-1980s,
there has been intensive war between the Turkish state forces and the PKK that negatively
impact social tolerance of people toward ethnically different people, whether it is Turkish or
Kurdish. Members of both ethnic groups have seen the other as a threat for their existence.
When looking at racial conflicts in the US and South Africa, the stage of conflict is based
on equality in social, political, and economic life. Black minorities - although numerically
majority – in South Africa, and blacks in the US are recognized as a different group of people. In
Turkish context, in fact, Kurdish people and other ethnic minority identities has been denied or
un-recognized by the state authorities since the beginning of the modern Turkish state.
Starting with Turkey, figure 6.10 shows that about 40-30% respondents in Turkey have
reported that they were socially intolerant toward racially or ethnically different people. One
reason might be related to the constitution of the country that all citizens of Turkey are
considered ‘Turks’; hence, minority groups’ identities are all denied, including 15-20%
ethnically Kurdish population of the country. Ethnic antagonism theory emphasizes that when
out-group members are seen as a threat, tolerant attitudes of people toward them negatively
affected by it.
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Racial social tolerance among these countries can be understood with post-materialist
theory as well. When looking at developmental differences among these countries, the US is the
most developed country. Living standards of people in the US is higher than those who live in
Turkey and South Africa. Basically, respondents in the US may value non-material phenomena,
such as democracy and tolerance than those who live in less developed countries, such as Turkey
and South Africa.
Lastly, in these three countries, racial social tolerance increase can also be understood
with the visibility-discrimination hypothesis (Blalock 1967). This hypothesis suggests that large
minority populations are seen as a threat by the majority people in a country. As such, racial
minority group members in the United States are seen as a threat in the labor market. In each of
these three countries, ethnic and racial minorities – due to large concentration of minorities in
one area – have been seen as a threat to majority.
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Figure 6.10

Racial Social Tolerance in the US, Turkey, and South Africa, 1981-2014.

Figure 6.11 shows social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers in the US, Turkey,
and South Africa between the first and sixth waves of the WVS. Social tolerance toward
immigrants/foreign workers among these countries are different from one another. Except in
Turkey, figure 6.11 shows that social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers has
decreased both in the United State and in South Africa.
Compared to the US results, social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers in South
Africa has sharply decreased between 1981 and 2014. This sharp decrease of social tolerance
toward immigrants/foreign workers can be explain with the ethnic antagonism perspective that
due to the economic condition of the South Africa, immigrant group members have been seen as
a threat.
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The economic inequality – wealth inequality – between white and black population in
South Africa continued after the abolishing of the Apartheid system, white population in South
Africa have continued their class position in the country. Although the abolishing the Apartheid
has brought aversive racism to an end, class position of black population stayed same. Due to
this reason, racial based discontent continued in South Africa. This condition may also impact
reporting social tolerance toward racially different people in South Africa. In other words,
although racial social tolerance has increased in South Africa after the Apartheid system,
economic position of black population remained same. Due to this reason, racial social tolerance
decreased because of reproduction of class position of black and white population in South
Africa impacted the social tolerance of people.
Both immigrants and citizens of South Africa compete for the same type of jobs in the
labor market. That condition, as highlighted by Edna Bonacich (1972) generates conflict among
members of different groups. A similar type of pattern has been seen in the US that in every
other wave of the WVS, fewer people reported social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign
workers. As one of the most economically developed countries in the world, the US has received
a lot of immigrants (both legal and illegal) that lead to the emerging security issues for people in
the US. Compared to the US and South Africa, Turkey is not a very popular destination for
immigrants – until recently. Therefore, after wave-5 of the WVS, people in Turkey report higher
percentages of social tolerance toward immigrants, compared to South Africa.
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Figure 6.11

Social Tolerance toward Immigrants/Foreign Workers in the US, Turkey, and
South Africa, 1981 – 2014.

Figure 6.12 shows social tolerance toward homosexuals in the US, Turkey, and South
Africa between the first and sixth waves of the WVS. Figure 6.12 shows that although a pattern
of social tolerance toward homosexuals has increased in all three countries; however, the level of
social tolerance is not same in these countries. About 8-15% of people have reported social
tolerance toward homosexuals in Turkey; while at the same time, about 70-80% of people report
social tolerance toward homosexuals in the US.
Figure 6.12 shows a visible difference of reporting social tolerance toward homosexuals
in these three countries. According to the post-materialist view, those who live in industrialized
countries are more likely to value non-materialist phenomena compared to less developed
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countries. The percent of social tolerance toward homosexuals in the US compared to other two
countries can be understood with post-materialist perspective.

Figure 6.12

Social Tolerance toward Homosexuals in the US, Turkey, and South Africa, 1981
– 2014.

Figure 6.13 shows religious social tolerance of people in the US, Turkey, and South
Africa between the first and sixth waves of the WVS. It is important to note that although there
has been an increase on reporting social tolerance toward religiously different people in these
three countries, their levels of social tolerance are different from one another. As such,
respondents in the US have reported the highest level of social tolerance compare to those in
Turkey and South Africa. This level of change can also be understood with the post-materialist
perspective that those who live in more developed countries are more likely to report a higher
degree of tolerance compared to those from less developed countries. Further, it is important to
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note that when respondents were asked about a specific religion group – whether they would be a
neighbor of them or not – social tolerance decreases both in Turkey and in South Africa.

Figure 6.13

Religious Social Tolerance in the US, Turkey, and South Africa, 1981 to 2014.

Conclusion
In this chapter, I examine the social tolerance trends of three countries (United States,
Turkey, and South Africa) with a historical comparative approach by using all six waves of the
World Values Surveys. I discovered: 1) the impact of socio-historical developments in those
three countries on reporting social tolerance toward racially different, immigrants/foreign
workers, homosexuals, and religiously different people; 2) if any – association between income
inequalities score of these countries with reporting social tolerance toward targeted groups; and
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lastly, 3) the direction of association between economic development by using the GDP per
Capita of these countries with increase and decrease of reporting social tolerance toward targeted
groups.
First, I present descriptive results that shows the trend of social tolerance toward racially
different, immigrants/foreign workers, homosexuals, and religiously different people for the
United States, Turkey, and South Africa from 1981 to 2014. I illustrate the increase and decrease
of social tolerances between waves of the World Values Surveys for each country.
Consistent with previous research on social tolerance, respondents in the United States
have reported the highest percentage of social tolerance toward target groups compared the
results of the other two countries. I found about a four percent increase of social tolerance toward
racially different people in the US between the first and sixth waves. Although in the US social
tolerance percentages toward immigrants/foreign workers have been higher than in Turkey and
South Africa, it has decreased about 10 percent within three decades. Regarding social tolerance
toward homosexuals, the highest percentage of social tolerance was reported in the United States
and it has increased within two decades from approximately 70% to about 80%. The highest
percentage of religious social tolerance is also recorded in the United States with an increase of
about 8% between 1995 and 2011.
Regarding social tolerance toward racially (ethnically) different people in Turkey, my
findings show that social tolerance of respondents has decreased about 10% between the second
and third waves; however, ultimately it has decreased to about 3% between the second and sixth
waves in Turkey. The social tolerance trend toward immigrants/foreign workers for Turkey
shows that yet it has decreased between the second and third waves; overall, there has been an
increase of social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers. Regarding social tolerance
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toward homosexuals in Turkey, the trend figure shows that respondents in Turkey, compared to
other two countries, reported the lowest level of social tolerance toward homosexuals. Yet, there
has been a 6% increase of reporting social tolerance between the second and sixth waves. Lastly,
religious social tolerance trend for Turkey has increased about 20% between the third and sixth
waves.
Descriptive results for social tolerance trend in South Africa illustrate that racial social
tolerance has increased slightly between the first and sixth waves. Further, the trend line for
racial social tolerance has been highly unsteady between waves, yet the majority of people have
reported social tolerance toward racially different people in South Africa. Regarding the
xenophobia trend in South Africa, it has dramatically decreased between the first and the sixth
waves. About 93% of respondents reported social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers
in 1981, yet it has decreased to about 59% in 2013 in South Africa. About 34% of the decrease
of social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers was noted in the descriptive results. The
social tolerance trend toward homosexuals in South Africa indicates about 12% increase between
the third and sixth waves. Finally, until wave-4 of the WVS, respondents were not asked about
their social tolerance toward people of a different religion; however, the reporting of social
tolerance toward religiously different people in South Africa has increased and then decreased
between waves of the World Values Surveys.
For my country level explanations for social tolerance trends, I found that in the US
context, respondents have been racially quite tolerant in the US, some argue that it is because the
appearance of the racism has changed after the civil rights movement in the mid-1960s. Racial
studies on discrimination and prejudice noted that overt racism, the Jim Crow type structural
racism, prejudice, and discrimination have changed into an aversive / color-blind / laissez-faire
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racism in the post-civil rights era in the United States. Because of this reason, it should be noted
that although vast majority of respondents have reported that they would be a neighbor of
racially different people in the US, racial differences and race-based segregation are still very
important components of social and economic life and have real consequences for racial and
ethnic minorities in the US. Regarding the Gini scores for the US, I found that as the Gini score
for the US increases, tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers decreases. I found direction
of association between these two indicators. For the US respondents, I found a positive
association trend line between social tolerance toward religiously different people, homosexuals,
and economic development in the US.
In Turkey’s context, I found an association between racial (ethnic) social tolerance
percentages of people with the armed conflict between the Turkish state and the Kurdish
insurgent group (PKK). The direction of association is negative in that as one increases the other
one decreases. However, the result does not show causality between these two indicators. In
Turkey’s context, my findings show that as Gini score decreases (income inequality decreases),
social tolerance toward target group increases. Finally, my findings show that as the GDP per
Capita increases (economic development), social tolerance toward racially different, immigrants,
homosexuals, and religiously different people increase as well.
In the South African context, my findings indicate there is an association between percent
of social tolerance toward racially different people with socio-historical developments in the
country. The Apartheid era of South Africa has a negative impact on reporting racial social
tolerance. In the first wave (during the Apartheid era) 75.3% of respondents reported racial social
tolerance in the country; however, it has increased to 88.8% in the third waves of the WVS in
1996. In addition to the racial relations in South Africa, there has been ethnic based conflicts as
190

well. I highlight some of these important ethnic based events that impact social tolerance toward
immigrants/foreign workers in the country. In the first wave of the WVS, 93% of respondents
reported social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers; however, right after the first nonracial election, social tolerance toward immigrants has decreased to 78.7%. This change was
explained by the Durban city riots that occurred in 1985 in South Africa, where 1,500 houses of
immigrants were set on fire and 55 people were shot during this event. Regarding Gini scores the
impact on social tolerance dimensions, my findings reveal that as Gini score increases, social
tolerance immigrants/foreign workers decreases. Finally, I found that when GDP per Capita of
the country decreases, social tolerance percentages toward racially different and
immigrants/foreign workers decreases as well.
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CHAPTER VII
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
In my dissertation, I tried to answer three questions; 1) what are the individual and
country level characteristics that influence people to report social tolerance in modern societies,
2) Are there any health consequences of being social intolerant? and 3) is there any impact of
socio-historical developments of three societies on individuals to report social tolerance? To
answer these questions, I used the knowledge of multiple scientific disciplines.
Social tolerance, as a concept, has been widely studied by political scientists, historians,
philosophers, and sociologists. It is considered sine qua non for modern, democratic, and
pluralistic societies to maintain peaceful coexistence among diverse groups (Côté and Erickson
2009; Dražanová 2017; Hadler 2012; Lee 2014; Mill 1929; Nie et al. 1996).
I defined social tolerance as a positive association and acceptance of racially different,
immigrants/foreign workers, homosexuals, and religiously different people as a neighbor. My
definition of social tolerance follows studies of Boswell (1981), Lee (2014), Bangwayo-Skeete
and Zikhali (2013), Bangwayo‐Skeete and Zikhali (2011), Dunn and Singh (2014), and Hadler
(2012).
My dissertation contributes to existing literature on social tolerance in various ways. By
using the sample from 57 countries and three disputed areas in the globe, my study is a largescale study that examined associations between characteristics of individuals and countries and
their impact on reporting social tolerance toward racially different, immigrant/foreign workers,
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homosexuals, and religiously different people. Previous studies have used samples from either
one country, a few countries, or from one continent (Bangwayo-Skeete and Zikhali 2013;
Bangwayo‐Skeete and Zikhali 2011; Berggren and Nilsson 2016; Dražanová 2017; Fletcher and
Sergeyev 2002; Hadler 2012; Ho and Chan 2009; Lee 2014; McLaren 2003; Weldon 2006).
Using the World Values Surveys’, the latest wave, I conducted multi-level analyses that contains
countries all around the globe, including 57 countries and three disputed areas.
In addition to conducting a large-scale multi-level analyses on social tolerance, in my
dissertation, I conceptualized social tolerance as a multi-dimensional phenomenon, which
allowed me to conduct a more fine-grained analysis. Majority of previous studies on social
tolerance have conceptualized the social tolerance with combination of multiple factors (additive
index).
Previous studies have explored health consequences of discrimination and prejudice on
target groups; however, few studies had explored the health consequences of the discriminator
and intolerant people. In chapter five, I discovered the association between socially intolerant
people and reporting poor or very poor health. Finally, in chapter six, I examined social tolerance
trends of three countries (the United States, Turkey, and South Africa) with a historicalcomparative approach. I explored the impacts of racial/ethnic developments, income inequality,
and the economic development of three countries on the trend of reporting social tolerance
toward racially different, immigrant/foreign workers, homosexuals, and religiously different
people.
Synthesizing Results of Quantitative Findings of Chapter IV
There are multiple individual and country level characteristics that play a role on whether
individuals are socially tolerant or not. In this chapter, I explored determinants that play
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significant role on reporting social tolerance toward people of a difference race,
immigrant/foreign workers, homosexuals, and those who believe in another religion. In addition,
this chapter demonstrated that context matters and has a significant impact on individuals nested
within those countries.
In all of the models, I find that the educational attainment of an individual matters and
has a positive association with social tolerance toward all dimensions of social tolerance. This
positive effect of educational attainment matches with the previous literature on tolerance (Côté
and Erickson 2009; Bobo and Licari 1989; Drazanova 2017; Gibson 2005; Kingston et al. 2003;
Reardon 1997; Stouffer 1955; Vogt 1997; Weil 1985). Researchers in this field have emphasized
that the educational attainment of individuals’ influences social tolerance significantly. As these
researchers stated, education prepares people to be open for diversity and to recognize cultures,
values, and the beliefs of people that are not very familiar to oneself. The result of educational
attainment showed that as the educational attainment of the individuals’ increases, they are more
likely to be socially tolerant toward racially different, immigrant/foreign workers, homosexuals,
and those who practice different religions. Individuals internalize what they learn throughout the
life course, particularly during their childhood. Therefore, school plays a very vital role on
whether individuals will be tolerant or intolerant toward out-group members. As discussed in the
previous literature (Bobo and Licari 1989; Dražanová 2017; Reardon 1997; Vogt 1997) higher
educated people are more likely to learn this cognitively difficult concept (Nie et al. 1996) – it’s
important for overall well-being of a society – and so they are most likely to report social
tolerance toward out-group members.
My results for educational attainment is similar to and differs from previous studies
(Bobo and Licari 1989; Dražanová 2017; Nie et al. 1996; Reardon 1997; Stouffer 1955; Vogt
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1997).The findings from this study are similar to previous studies because I found that the
individual level educational attainment matters and has a positive association on social tolerance
of people both an individual and country context. It differs from Jackman (1973), and Jackman
and Muha (1984) studies, in which they argued education has no influence on the tolerance level
and attitudes of people because less educated individuals were more likely to agree with simple
and strongly worded questions compared to higher educated people. In addition to this, my study
differs from Sullivan et al. (1979) and Mondak and Sanders (2003) results, in which they argued
that when right-wing groups are included in the equation, one may find a different result.
However, even in this condition – people that are religious different tend to be usually right-wing
– educational attainment influences people on their social tolerance toward out-group members.
My study differs from and adds to the literature by showing that educational attainment
has positive influence on social tolerance toward each dimension, namely toward racially
different, nationally different, homosexuals, and religiously different people. For example, at the
national level, the descriptive analysis showed that on average, people have the least tolerance
toward homosexuals; however, when I control for educational attainment, my analysis shows
that it matters even for the least liked group (homosexuals) across the globe.
Many researchers have conducted their tolerance studies by using the General Social
Survey’s civil liberties questions (15 items) to measure their level of political tolerance toward
out-group members, however, I focus on the dimensions of self-declared social tolerance that
provide a nuanced understanding of the socialization process as well as the role of education on
individuals.
Previous studies have highlighted conflicted results regarding impact of gender on
individuals’ social tolerance (Côté and Erickson 2009; Dražanová 2017; Hadler 2012; Nunn et
195

al. 1978; Stouffer 1955). The study of Correani et al. (2010) showed that female respondents are
more tolerant than male respondents in their analysis. In my analysis, I found that female
respondents are social intolerant than male respondents in each dimension, except toward those
who believe in another religion.
Age of respondent is statistically significant association with social tolerance toward
those who have another race and homosexuals. This result conflicts with previous studies on
social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers and those who believe in another religion are
not statistically significant with age, however, the sign of the association is similar to studies
found in the previous literature Basically, as age increases respondents’ social tolerance toward
those who have a different race and are homosexual decreases.
As presented in the previous literature, marital status influences people’s social tolerance.
My analysis showed that this influence differs based on the dimensions of social tolerance.
Married respondents are less likely to report social tolerance toward immigrants/ foreign
workers. Furthermore, married people report a similar pattern of social tolerance toward
homosexuals. Previous research shows that those who are married have lower levels of tolerance
towards minority groups, therefore my results are consistent with the literature. In addition, as
Bangwayo-Skeete and Zikhali (2013) found in their studies married individuals are less likely to
report social tolerance toward homosexuals.
I measured respondents’ employment status by examining whether they have a full-time
job or not. As stated in the previous literature (Berggren and Nilsson 2013; Corneo and Jeanne
2009; Florida et al. 2008), those who are unemployed tend to have lower levels of tolerance. My
analysis showed that full-time employed respondents are more likely to report social tolerance
toward those with different race and those who believe in another religion. Although I have not
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found a statistical significant relationship for immigrant/foreign workers and homosexuals, the
direction of the association is consistent with previous literature (Hadler 2012). Basically,
people with full-time employment status are more likely to report social tolerance toward each
dimension of it. My study enriches the current literature by determining whether employment
status matters regarding social tolerance levels toward racially different people,
immigrant/foreign workers, homosexuals, and religiously different people.
Other than employment status, income level provides information about the
socioeconomic condition of respondents. For example, some people could be unemployed
however, they might have enough wealth to cover their life expenses. In addition, retired people
are usually considered as unemployed however, they may get quite a high retirement stipend and
accumulate a large amount of wealth. Due to this reason, the income level of people adds more
nuanced information about the economic condition of people. In my study I found that as the
income level of respondents increases, the likelihood of reporting social tolerance toward
homosexuals (the least liked group), and religiously different people increases as well. Although
I found no statistically significant result for social tolerance toward racially different and
immigrant/foreign workers, the direction of the association is important to highlight. As stated in
tolerance studies (Florida et al. 2008; Friedman 2005; Gani 2016; Hadler 2012; Vogt 1997) ‘as
income level increases, the level of tolerance increases as well’ argument does not work for each
of the dimensions of social tolerance. Basically, those with higher income levels are not social
tolerant toward racially different and immigrant/foreign workers. This finding is quite important
to highlight because it contradicts as well as adds to the tolerance literature.
Religiosity, as measured by the importance of God in their life, has an important
influence of respondents’ social tolerance toward each dimension. Previous studies (Beatty and
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Walter 1984; Eisenstein 2006; Eisenstein et al. 2017; Nunn et al. 1978; Smidt and Penning 1982)
have measured the religiosity of individuals by looking at their participation in religious
activities and reported that people with higher religiosity score tend to report low social
tolerance. In my study, I found that those with higher religiosity scores tend to be socially
tolerant toward racially different, immigrant/foreign workers, and those who believe in another
religion, however, socially intolerant towards homosexuals. My measurement strategy proved
that previous studies on tolerance have missed this very crucial information by adding all
dimensions of social tolerance and treat each of them as they have same meaning for
respondents. My results on religiosity showed that it has a strong influence on respondents’
social tolerance, but the level of influence differs based on target group.
Social capital, as measured by using whether people can be trusted or not, has been used
by previous researchers in the field and they found that it has positive effect on tolerance level of
people. In my study, I found that those with higher levels of social trust/capital tend to report
social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers and homosexuals, while they tend to be
socially intolerant towards racially and religiously different people.
I employ the fractionalization index to examine the association between ethnic and
religious heterogeneity on social tolerance dimension as my country level independent variables.
The main idea is that the higher degree of heterogeneity will lead to higher degrees of contact,
consequently attitudes of people within the country will be positively affected by that context.
Researcher Allport (1979) and Lijphart (1997) highlighted that greater contact among individuals
increases tolerance level as well. My results showed that individuals in countries with a higher
degree of ethnic fractionalization are negatively impact by this condition that they tend to report
social intolerance toward racially different, immigrant/foreign workers, and religiously different
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people. Basically, individuals in higher ethnically heterogeneous countries are less likely to
report social tolerance toward those who are of another race, immigrant/foreign workers, and
those who believe in another religion. Although I found no statistically significant results for the
association between ethnic heterogeneity and homosexuals, the sign of the association is
consistent with previous literature. Religion fractionalization has no statistically significant
association with social tolerance dimensions. Although there is no significant result, it is
important to note the direction of the association that as religious heterogeneity increases social
tolerance toward racially different and those who believe in another religion increases as well.
As a country level variable, the corruption score of a country has significant association
with social tolerance dimensions. As the corruption score of a country increases (higher number
means clear in terms of corruption), the likelihood of individuals to report social tolerance
toward racially different, immigrant/foreign workers, and homosexuals increases as well.
Basically, individuals in less corrupted states are social tolerant towards racially different,
immigrants, and homosexuals. This association is an important result in this study, because,
based on my knowledge, this is the first study that examined corruption as a country context that
influences people within a country regarding their social tolerance dimensions.
Finally, as I created dummy variables for each religion – to measure the impact of culture
on an individual’s social tolerance – clearly, my results show that compare to predominantly
Christian countries, individuals in Muslim majority countries are social intolerant toward racially
different, immigrant/foreign workers, and those who believe in another religion. Individuals in
Buddhist majority countries, compared to Christian majority countries, are less likely to report
social tolerant toward racially different, and immigrants. Except other religions, none of the
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predominantly Christian, Muslim, or Buddhist countries people report social tolerance toward
homosexuals and those who believe in other religions.
Synthesizing Results of Health Consequences of Social Intolerance Chapter V
Explaining the association between the well-being of people and social tolerance is an
important area of study because intolerance attitudes across the globe increase rapidly.
Therefore, it is important to analyze this association at both the individual and country level
analyses. My findings show the connection between social tolerance, as a type of negative
emotion, and people’s health outcome, including physical and mental well-being. A large body
of literature showed the impact of negative emotions on individuals’ health outcome (Cohen and
Pressman 2006; Fredrickson and Levenson 1998; Gallo and Matthews 1999, 2003; Kubzansky
and Kawachi 2000; Lee et al. 2015; Paradies et al. 2015; Williams and Mohammed 2009, 2013).
The findings of my study match previous studies which indicate that social intolerance as a
negative emotion is negatively associated with individuals’ well-being.
Self-rated health literature, as a valid measured of health, has been implemented in
multiple studies; such as Franks et al. (2003), Kaplan and Camacho (1983), and Jylhä (2009)
showed that age is the most important determinant of self-rated health, as such education
(Franks, Marthe R Gold, and Fiscella 2003; Mirowsky and Ross 2005), gender (Read and
Gorman 2010; Ross et al. 2012), economic status (Crossley and Kennedy 2002; Jürges and
Avendano 2007) , marital status (Brown et al. 2014; Smith and Christakis 2008; Umberson and
Karas Montez 2010) and social capital (Kawachi et al. 1999; Kubzansky and Kawachi 2000;
Mansyur et al. 2008); however, none of these studies have examined the association between
social intolerance and overall well-being. My study is unique in this sense and so is its findings.
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The main purpose and contribution of this chapter to the literature is identifying whether
being socially tolerant is associated with self-rated health and mental health. Previous studies
showed that being the subject (target) of prejudice, discrimination, homophobia, Islamophobia,
and any type of religious-dominated exclusions have negative health outcomes for people
(Hatzenbuehler, Bellatorre, and Muennig 2014; Lee et al. 2015; Morey et al. 2018). Through
analyzing respondents from 55 countries with approximately 75,000 respondents, I found that as
social intolerance increases the likelihood of reporting good and very good health decreases.
Furthermore, as social tolerance increases, respondents report a better mental well-being.
Perhaps, it is because of the negative emotions that are associated with being social intolerant is
the main mechanism that leads to these results. In other words, social intolerant people are
feeling less healthy both physically and mentally. As highlighted by the previous literature,
negative emotions generate stress and consequently it negatively affects the health of individuals.
This finding, is absolutely important and shows that it is necessary to understand that racism,
homophobia, xenophobia, and religious based conflicts are on rise across the world.
Educational attainment of individuals, as previous studies showed (Brown et al. 2014;
Franks, Marthe R. Gold, et al. 2003, 2003; Mirowsky and Ross 2005, 2005; Peterson and Ralston
2019), plays very significant role on the health outcomes of people across the globe. My findings
on the education effect on health for both self-rated health and mental well-being are statistically
significant.
In terms of gender, I found that compared to men, women respondents feel less healthy.
Age, as one of the main determinants of health outcome, plays an important role on reporting
good physical and mental health outcome. My findings on gender and age are consistent with
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previous literature that has found as age increases people report poor health and women
respondents feel less healthy than men respondents.
As previous literature highlighted (Brown et al. 2014; Smith and Christakis 2008;
Umberson and Karas Montez 2010) the marital status of individuals has an effect on health
outcomes that married people are more likely to report a better health outcome. I found the same
result that the likelihood of reporting good and very good health, as well as a better mental wellbeing is higher for married respondents.
In my study, the employment status of people, income level, and social trust are all
statistically significantly associated with self-rated health. Those who are employed full-time are
feeling healthier compared to the unemployed and those who are - employed part-time. I found
similar results for income level; those who have higher income levels are more likely feel
healthier. Social capital, as I measured through analyzing the social trust level of people, is
highly associated with the health outcomes of people than those who trust people – and so they
have higher degree of social capital – feel healthier.
Perhaps, among the country level independent variables, one of the most important
contributions of this chapter is looking at the state fragility index and its association of reporting
good and very good health for individuals who live within the country. I found that as the
fragility score of a country increases (higher number means a bad country in term of fragility) the
likelihood of reporting good and very good health increases.
I am aware that causality and causation in a statistical analysis are not the same. To cover
this issue, in chapter six, I presented a scatter plot (figure 5.4), in which I used country level life
expectancy and social tolerance mean scores; I found a similar pattern of association between
self-rated health, life-satisfaction and social tolerance. Figure 5.3 in chapter six supports the
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assertion that there is a causal relationship between being socially intolerant and reporting bad
and very bad health outcome, including life-satisfaction.
Synthesizing Results of Chapter VI – Beyond Survey Data Analyses
Driven by the previous literature, I focused on explaining the social tolerance trends of
three countries, the United States, Turkey, and South Africa. To measure the social tolerance
level of people in country level, I have analyzed six waves of the WVS, from 1981 to 2014. By
using the comparative-historical approach, I have explored socio-historical developments that
have taken place in these three countries on people’s social tolerance toward racially different,
immigrants/foreign workers, homosexuals, and religiously different people. I compared available
Gini scores of the United States, Turkey, and South Africa to explore whether there has been an
association with the income inequality of these three countries on reporting social tolerance
toward selected groups. The GDP per Capita data allowed me to investigate the association
between economic development and reporting the social tolerance of people toward selected
groups in these three countries. The purpose of this chapter was to explore the direction of the
associations between these independent variables (Race/ethnic historical developments, income
inequality, and economic development) with social tolerance toward selected groups. Due to the
nature of my datasets, I was not able to define a causal effect in this chapter.
In the US context, I found a higher level of social tolerance toward racially different
people compared to the results of South Africa and Turkey. Based on trends of the social
tolerance in the US, I found that majority of respondents (more than 91%) in all waves of the
WVS reported that they would be a neighbor of racially different people. It is important to note
that after the Civil Rights Movement in 1960s in the US, institutionalized racism, as well as,
residential segregation has been banned in the US. However, the ghetto remains an important
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phenomenon in American life and an important characteristic of US cities that plays role in
creating and recreating racial and ethnic inequalities (Massey and Denton 1993). Although some
have argued that black-middle class people are free of discriminations (Wilson 1980), color
based stigma is still an important determinant of life chances for black Americans in the US after
the civil right movement(Feagin 1991). However, the traditional way of racism has disappeared
from the scene, yet the racist ideology has not disappear and so its visibility has changed (Bobo
et al. 1997; Schuman et al. 1997). The vast majority of respondents have reported that they
would be a neighbor of racially different people in waves of the WVS, however, critical race
studies have shown when they are given options, respondents prefer not to live in diverse
neighborhoods (Bonilla-Silva 2001; Massey and Denton 1993). In my analysis, I found no
association between racial social tolerance and historical racial developments in the US context.
Yet, I found that the vast majority of people during a 30-year period have reported that they
would be a neighbor of racially different people.
In the US context, I found in all waves of the WVS, respondents reported a higher
percentage of social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers compared to Turkey and
South Africa’s results. Yet, I found a decreasing percentage trend of social tolerance toward
immigrants/foreign workers in the US. In other words, in every other wave of the WVS,
respondents in the US reported that social tolerance toward immigrant/foreign workers was
lower than in previous years. Literature shows that immigration has become one of the top
national debates in the US (Fry 2001). Immigrants have been seen as one of the reasons for
economic recessions (Cowan, Martinez, and Mendiola 1997; Fry 2001), overpopulation,
violence, as well as terrorism (Awan 2010; Buck et al. 2003; Connelly 2006; Fernando 1993).
Although the United States has been a place for immigration throughout its history (Buck et al.
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2003; Smith and Edmonston 1997), it also has a long history of xenophobia toward newly
arrived immigrant groups (Daniels 1990; Takaki 1989). In the US context, the decreasing
percentage of social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers can be understood with the
theory of ethnic antagonism perspective, in which immigrants are seen as a threat to limited
resources that generates conflict among groups and increases prejudice against
immigrants/foreign workers (Bonacich 1972).
In the US context, I found social tolerance toward homosexuals has increased from 1995
to 2014. In other words, in the third wave of the WVS, the majority of respondents reported
social tolerance toward homosexuals. Approval or willingness of being a neighbor of
homosexuals has increased approximately nine percent in the US. Compared to Turkey’s and
South Africa’s social tolerance level, respondents in the US have reported the highest level of
social tolerance toward homosexuals in all waves of the WVS. Based on the post-materialist
thesis, citizens of countries with higher levels of development tend to value autonomy and selfexpression compared to less developed countries (Andersen and Fetner 2008; Inglehart 1997,
2005). From this point of view, when comparing the economic developments of these three
countries, the GDP per Capita of the United States is much higher than Turkey’s and South
Africa’s GDP per Capita. Therefore, I found evidence for the post-materialist thesis when
comparing social tolerance toward homosexuals and religiously different people in these three
countries.
Religious social tolerance has increased from 1995 to 2014 in the US. This trend
illustrates that the percent of people who reported religious social tolerance have increased from
the third to sixth waves of the WVS in the US context. Religious social tolerance is the only
dimension of social tolerance that has increased in all waves of the WVS in the US. Compared to
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Turkey’s and South Africa’s percent of religious social tolerance, respondents in the US have
reported the highest level of approval or willingness to be a neighbor.
In Turkey’s context, racial social tolerance would not matter, therefore when looking at
social tolerance toward ethnically different people, I found more than half of the respondents in
all waves have reported ethnic social tolerance, however, I found an approximately 10 percent
differences between waves. I found the impact of ethnic conflict on individuals’ social tolerance
in Turkey by exploring of overlapping social tolerance increases or decreases with the armed
conflict between the PKK and Turkish forces in Turkey. I found that the ethnic conflict within
the country has influenced individuals’ social tolerance toward racially (ethnically) different and
immigrants in Turkey.
According to Kirisci (1997), Turkey has not been a final destination for immigrants, but a
transit location. Immigrants have lived in Turkey for a short period then moved to their final
destinations, usually in one of the European Union countries. Until, the Syrian war crisis in 2011,
immigrants were not a major population that lived in Turkish society. However, the presence of
immigrants has been experienced for centuries in the US and after the Apartheid era in South
Africa. The social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers trend for Turkey showed that
more than half of the respondents have reported social tolerance toward immigrants. Yet, there
have been decreases and increases in the percentages for this variable. According to the theory
of ethnic antagonism, immigrant groups have been seen as a threat in the labor market, however,
as I highlighted immigrants were not seen as a threat until recently because they have used
Turkey as a transit country, a place that they have to pass through.
Before the Syrian War, immigrants were invisible and using the country as a transit
destination, however, they have been very visible since 2011. Compared to the United States and
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South Africa, Turkey was not an attractive destination for immigrants, therefore people’s
attitudes toward immigrants were mainly driven by internal immigrants. Internal immigrants or
seasonal immigrants were predominantly the minority Kurdish population in Turkey. I argue that
this decrease and increase of social tolerance toward immigrants is related to country’s ethnic
conflict history.
In the South Africa context, I found the significance of racial historical developments on
racial social tolerance. The racism experienced in South Africa, as highlighted by the previous
literature (Clark and Worger 2011; Johnson 2016), shows similarities with the US racism
experience. The most important historical development in South Africa is the ending of the
Apartheid system. It has impacted multiple dimensions of social, economic, and political life of
the people in South Africa. Apartheid, the state of being apart – racial lines, was a legal racial
segregation starting 1948 to 1994 in South Africa (Clark and Worger 2011). Under the Apartheid
system, black population of South Africa were the subject of racism that have been socially,
culturally, economically have negatively impacted by it.
The impact of the Apartheid system in South Africa can be seen in the analysis of social
tolerance toward racially different in the World Values Surveys that 75.3% of people reported
that they would be neighbor with racially different people. In the wave-3 of the WVS, only two
years after ending the Apartheid system, 88.8% of people reported that they would be neighbor
with racially different people. Racial social tolerance trend of people in South Africa has been up
and down about 10 percent in the in each wave.
Regarding social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers, the trend chart showed
that social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers have decreased dramatically in
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approximately 30 years period in South Africa. While social tolerance level was 93% in 1981, it
decreased to 59.1% in 2013.
I found direction of association between income inequality and decreasing of social
tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers. I found that as income inequality increases in the
country, social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers decreases. In addition, I found that
as GDP per Capita of the country decreases, social tolerance toward immigrants/foreign workers
decreases as well.
Although racial relations have been an important determinant on social tolerance level of
people toward racially different people, ethnic relations are also important in South Africa
context. The ethnic conflicts within the country has an impact on attitudes of people. Those who
belong to the Zulu tribe – an ethnic group in the Africa continent – are the majority in South
Africa, as well as holds the political power in the country. Immigrants from other African
countries have been seen as a threat to limited resources in South Africa.
Limitations and Future Directions
This dissertation is not without limitations. There are several limitations that need to be
highlighted in this study. First, as it has been seen in all data sets, World Value Surveys are not
perfect datasets. Although World Values Survey is a highly important resource to conduct
studies both in individual and country levels in social sciences, the most recent wave has been
conducted between 2010 and 2014 in countries. Since then, a new data has not been released yet.
Since 2010, there has been major changes in term of social tolerance toward especially
immigrants and refugees across the globe, as well as we have seen major social transitions
(politically, socially, and economically) that impacted world economy. In addition, since 2010, at
the individual level, there has been generational changes as well as technological improvements
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and use of social media became much more visible. In my analyses, I could not catch the impact
of social media use on reporting social tolerance toward selected groups.
Second, the WVS did not ask respondents about their least-liked group, which would
allow me to have a nuanced measure of social tolerance. I could find a different result if I could
have that variable available in the dataset. Due to data limitations, this set of datasets was the
best and most appropriate to use.
Third, in chapter five, my dependent variables were self-rated health and life-satisfaction
scores. Although self-rated health has been used as a valid measure of health across the globe by
researchers, using a more detailed health measure, such as blood pressure would be much better
in term of accuracy of my results. A more objective measure of health would be ideal to use in
this study.
Fourthly, to measure subjective well-being of respondents, the only available variable
was life-satisfaction that ranged from 0 (least satisfied) to 10 (very satisfied). This type of
subjective / self-rated psychological well-being can have different meaning based on culture and
context of a country. For example, individuals in less secure, economically underdeveloped, and
socially fragile countries (such as, internal conflicts among different groups – i.e. Congo, Syria,
and Yemen) may reflect life-satisfaction different than those who live in more secure,
economically developed, and socially stable countries. Future research could use a more
objective measure of health to determine association between health and social intolerance.
Lastly, World Values Survey is a cross-sectional data that in each wave a new set of
respondents have been interviewed. Basically, it is one point in time dataset. It is not a
longitudinal data that collected from same people several points in time. Cross-sectional data is
very useful when looking at societal changes; therefore, in my chapter six analysis, the WVS is
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the best source to use. However, in my chapters four and five, longitudinal data-set would allow
me to see change at the individual level; therefore, I would be able to draw a cause and effect
relations.
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